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* * Next week a series of articles on the Settuep Lanp Act, 1882, 
will be commenced in this Journal, 





CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mr. Justice Fry expects to sit in court on Monday next, 
instead of on Tuesday, the 13th inst., as previously intended. 





Mr. Henry Latnam, the Senior Registrar of the Chancery 
Division, has resigned his office after upwards of forty-eight 
years of official life. 





Mr. Germain Lavirt, M.A. Oxon., succeeds to the office of 
Registrar of the Chancery Division, vacated by the retirement of 
Mr. LatHam. Mr. Lavie was sworn in before the Lord 
Chancellor at his residence in Portland-place on Thursday last. 





Taz Aprpzrat List for the Michaelmas Sittings contains 370 
appeals from all the divisions of the High Court and from Bank- 
ruptcy. This time last year there were but 209 appeals, and last 
sittings the number of appeals in the list was only 186. : 





WE recrtt to learn that it is doubtful whether the anticipa- 
tions which have been entertained that the Queen would attend 
the ceremony of the opening of the Royal Courts of Justice will 
be realized. It is understood that in case her Majesty should 
be unable to be present, the Prince of Wales will open the 
building. 





UNTIL THE RETURN of Lords Justices LinpLEY and BowrENn 
from the autumn assizes, the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn will 
consist of the Lord Chancellor, the Master of the Rolls, and Lord 
Justice Corton, while the Court of Appeal at Westminster will 
be formed of Lord Chief Justice CoLERIDGE and Lords Justices 
Brett and BAGGALLAY. 





THE CAUSE Lists of the Chancery Division, which will be 
found in another column, show a greater increase than we had 
anticipated, notwithstanding the transfer recently made to the 
Queen’s Bench Division. ‘There are set down before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon 86 causes; Mr. Justice Fry has 120; Mr. Justice 
Kay 172; Mr. Justice Cnirry 318, and Mr. Justice Pearson 
87, making a total of 778, most of which are ready for hearing, 
and which will ail be ready for hearing before their turn arrives. 
Last sittings the total of the lists of the five Chancery judges was 
636, and this time last year 627, 





WE UNDERSTAND that steps are in contemplation for 
equalizing the lists of the several judges of the Chancery 
Division, which at present show strange differences as regards 
the number of causes marked for them—tho list of one judge 
containing only ei hty-six causes, while that of another contains 
313 causes, We Believe it is proposed to abolish the option now 
possessed by plaintiffs in the Chancery Division of choosing the 
judge for whom their actions are to be marked, and to provide 
that all actions, whether commenced by writ or originating sum- 
mons, shall be marked for the four judges of the Chancery 





Division for whom writs may be marked, in strict rotation. It is 
considered that there is no better reason why suitors should 
choose their own judge in one Division than in another. 





Ir 1s EVIDENT, from a mere glance at the Chancery Cause 
List, that the remedy for the burden which now falls on the 
Chancery judges is not to be found in the expedient of a transfer 
to the Queen’s Bench Division of a small percentage of causes. 
Only such a percentage, however, can be transferred, for it 
would be impracticable to hand over any of the Chancery adminis- 
trative causes to the Queen’s Bench Division, for the simple reason 
that the machinery of chief clerks at chambers does not exist in 
that Division. In addition to the heavy cause lists remaining after 
the transfer to the Queen’s Bench Division, it must not be for- 
gotten that the interlocutory business of the Chancery Division is 
continually increasing, and usurps a large part of the time of the 
judges, so as to exclude the more important business. The remedy 
for a state of things which is certain to give rise to delay, and 
to great dissatisfaction on the part of suitors, is to be found either in 
absolving the Chancery judges from the necessity of going circuit, 
or in increasing their number, either temporarily, by taking over 
judges from the Queen’s Bench Division, or permanently, by the 
appointment of a new judge. 





As OUR READERS will see from a report which we print else- 
where, the President of the Liverpool Law Society has availed 
himself of the annual meeting of that society to give some explana- 
tion of the reasons for the course adopted by the tribunal of split- 
ting up the solicitor’s remuneration into fees for negotiation, and 
fees for conveyancing. We cannot say, however, that the presid- 
ent’s remarks afford any sufficient answer to the objections which 
have been urged to this course. He says that “im some cases 
the solicitor is not employed in the preliminary negotiations, and 
it is obvious that in such cases he should not be paid after the 
same rate as in those cases where he has had this labour and 
responsibility. The division, therefore, of the scale for negotia- 
tion and that for conveyancing work pure and simple is just to the 
client, and adapted to the different classes of cases.” But how 
does this meet the objections (1) that in London, and probably in 
the greater part of the country, a solicitor is hardly ever, under the 
present practice, employed in negotiation as defined by the Order, 
so as to enable him to earn the negotiation fee, although he is 
constantly consulted by the surveyor employed, who takes his 
instructions from him; and (2) that the fee for conveyancing 
proper is not, apart from the negotiation fee, an adequate re- 
muneration for the conveyancing? Looked at from the Liverpool 
point of view, where probably most solicitors will earn both the 
negotiation fee and the conveyancing fee, the Order is, no doubt, 
highly reasonable, but is it just that an Order affecting the whole 
profession should be based on the practice of a small minority of 
solicitors? The president will have to find an answer to these 
questions before he can allay the profound feeling of dissatisfaction 
caused by the Order. 





On tHe sunsecr of the forthcoming Rules of Court the 
President of the Liverpool Law Society made some well-timed obser- 
vations, He protested strongly against the proposed amaibus sum- 
mons for directions, and the proposal that no pleadings should be 
allowed unless by order of the judge. These recommendations, 
he said, were fraught with serious danger to the provincial suiter. 
We think, for reasons we fully explained in disoussing the 
report of the Procedure Committee, that the proposal as te the 
abolition of pleadings, except with the consent af a judge, is un- 
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‘wise, but we cannot help hoping that some compromise may be 
arrived at, to the effect of the suggestion we have before 
made—viz., that in any case where the plaintiff may properly 
content himself with delivering particulars (which, for many 
reasons, he cannot always indorse on the writ, and, therefore, can- 
not use ord. 21, r. 4), he should be at liberty to deliver them 
under such a general heading as is sufficient on the writ, in place 
of making any more formal statement ; and that where such parti- 
culars are delivered, the defendant should be as much bound to 
admit or deny the items as he is to admit or deny the separate 
allegations of a formal pleading. The proposal as to the omnibus 
summons we have often discussed, and with ever-increasing wonder 
that a body of eminent and practical men should have made so 
absurd a suggestion. But we donot think that, practically, there 
is much reason for apprehension, even if the Rule Committee 
should adopt this suggestion. If one looks into the matter, it is 
obvious that this wonderful summons, requiring from the Master 
the sagacity and prescience of Mr. Mica wseER, at once to see and 
prescribe for all contingencies up to trial, must necessarily result 
in adjournments, with liberty to either side to bring on the 
summons upon notice. The practical result would therefore be 
that the notice would take the place of the present summons, freed 
from the present tax. As we announced last week, there is no 

robability that the new rules will be issued until after the meet- 
ing of Parliament next year. We believe it is improbable that 
the draft will be settled before Christmas; and, from the care with 
which the Rule Committee are considering the various proposals, 
we have strong hopes that many of the more objectionable sugges- 
tions of the Procedure Committee, if adopted at all, will appear 
in a greatly modified form. 





WE pRrnT this week two letters on the subject of the course 
to be pursued by London solicitors with reference to the negotia- 
tion fee and the fee for conducting a sale by auction. They 
afford sufficient evidence of the need which exists for the course 
we have for some time urged—viz., either that the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society should take some action in the way of 
suggestion, or that the leading London solicitors should them- 
selves meet and arrange some joint course of action. If each 
practitioner is left to make his own bargain with the auctioneer 
or surveyor, the profession—-or at any rate practitioners who 
cannot command a large amount of auctioneers’ or surveyors’ 
work—will be practically at the mercy of those persons, 
for it is only by united action that sufficient pressure can 
be secured to obtain a general arrangement fair to the 
solicitor. Two things may, we think, now be taken to be clear 
—{1) that London solicitors are not, as a body, inclined to 
undertake the functions of the auctioneer in the sale-room; and 
(2) that the majority of them are disposed to think that the 
interests of the client would not be promoted by abandoning the 


aid of auctioneers previous to the sale, as is done in Liverpool. | 


One of our ts rather advocates giving notice to the 
client before undertaking the business, under rule 6, so as to 
bring the remuneration under the present system, as altered by 
Sehedule II. We think, however, that there would be great 
difficulties in the way of the adoption of this course. The client 
would imevitably look upon it as an attempt to deprive 
him of an advantage which the Legislature intended him to 
obtain, and many clients would resent a letter amounting to a 
stipulation that before the solicitor would undertake the work a 
particular form of remuneration should be agreed upon. They 
would be apt to reply that they could get their work done else- 
where without any such annoying formalities. Another corre- 
spondent suggests, as the only practicable course, that an 
arrangement should be made in each case between the 
solicitor and the auctioneer or agent for the payment over by the 
solicitor to the auctioneer or agent of a portion of the commission 


for conducting the sale or negotiating—in fact, that the solicitor | 


should, on his own behalf, arrange with the auctioneer or agent 
for the payment of 2 commission on the transaction; in which 
tase, since the commission would be paid, not by the client, but by 
the solicitor, the latter would be able to claim both the fee for 
negotiating 2 sale or conducting 2 sale by auction, and also the fee 
for comveyancing. We havea notion that this is the course which 


will be generally adopted if matters are allowed to drift as they are 
doing at present, but it is hardly necessary to point out that it is 
open to the objection that the solicitor will be personably liable to 
the auctioneer or agent for the commission, and that it is, in reality, 
an extension of the system of dividing commissions, about the evils 
of which we heard so much a few years ago. 





CoINING NEW PHRASES is, no doubt, a somewhat attractive 
pursuit, but it is very questionable whether it is one in which 
draftsmen of Acts of Parliament should consider themselves at 
liberty to indulge. In the new Bills of Exchange Act we have a 
new term, “‘ holder in due course,”’ employed throughout the Act 
in place of the old term, “bond fide holder for value without 
notice’? (45 & 46 Vict. ¢. 61, s. 29, sub-section 1). The new term 
is certainly somewhat shorter than the old one, but then it is open 
to one very strong objection, it does not explain itself, which the 
old term does. No one by the light of reason could possibly 
arrrive with any certainty at the conclusion that a holder in due 
course was the same thing as a “ bond fide holder for value without 
notice.’ A “holder in due course”—taking the words in their 
natural meaning—is one who takes a bill before it is overdue, and 
is not aware that there is any defect in it. But no one would 
naturally suppose that it also meant that the holder had given 
value for it. It would seem, therefore, that the somewhat greater 
brevity of the new term, which has caused it to be preferred to the 
old term, is more than counterbalanced by the forced construction 
which must always be put upon it. We have thus got one more 
term added to our law books which we must constantly remember 
means something other than what, on its face, it would appear to 
/mean. Another instance of a departure from well-known phrase- 
ology occurs in the new Bills of Sale Act. In section 7, sub-section 
2, of that Act (45 & 46 Vict.c. 43) it is enacted that the grantee ofa 
bill of sale may take possession of goods mortgaged to him “ if the 
grantor shall become a bankrupt.” There are two conspicuous 
stages in a bankrupt’s career—first, when he commits an act of 
bankruptcy, and, secondly, when he is adjudicated a bankrupt. 
To which of these two does the expression “‘ become a bankrupt” 
apply? Inall probability it will be held to mean “ be adjudicated 
bankrupt.” But then, ‘why, one is led to ask, should not this 
expression have been used, so as to leave no loophole for captious 
litigation? Departures of such a character from the phrases in 
current use are either intentionally or unintentionally made; if the 
former they are unwise, and if the latter they are the result of 
carelessness, 











LIABILITY OF OWNER OF PREMISES 
FOR ACTS OF CONTRACTOR. 


THe recent case of Percival vy. Hughes (L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 441) 
raised an interesting question with regard to the liability of the 
owner of premises for the acts of a contractor employed by him 
to do work upon such premises. We are disposed to think that 
the case was rightly decided, though the late Lord Justice 
| Holker dissented in a very able judgment; but, with all respect 
| to the Court of Appeal, it hardly seems to us that the true prin- 
| ciples which must underlie all the class of cases of which the 
| case we are discussing forms a member, were thoroughly brought 
| out in the judgments, though they are perhaps indicated by 
| some words at the end of the judgment of Baggallay, L.J. The 
force of the dissentient judge’s arguments, as directed to some 
| of the arguments used by the majority of the judges, must strike 
| every one as being great, but we are inclined to think that the 
_ decision should have turned on somewhat different considerations, 
_ so might have ayoided many of the questions that were 
is . 
| The facts were briefly these :—The defendant was the owner of 
a house, and being desirous of rebuilding such house, he em- 
| ployed a competent architect and builder to rebuild it. Part of 
the operation of rebuilding necessarily involyed some risk to the 
| support of the plaintiff's house, which adjoined the defendant's, 
“but at the time of the injury complained of that part of the 
‘operation had been completed safely, due precautions having 
| been taken. But when the new house was nearly finished, the 
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workmen employed by the builder began to fix a staircase ; 
in so doing they negligently and improperly, and without the 
knowledge of the defendant or his architect, cut into a party-wall 
between the defendant’s premises and the house on the other 
side from the plaintiff’s. The consequence was that the defend- 
ant’s house fell, and the girders supporting the upper floors of it, 
which were fixed to the party-wall between the plaintiff’s and 
defendant’s hovse, becoming displaced, the party-wall was 
dragged over and the plaintiff's house was damaged. It appeared 
that there was no necessity to interfere with the party-wall in the 
operation of fixing the staircase, and that the operation was not 
necessarily hazardous in itself if carried out with ordinary skill. 
The Queen’s Bench Division held that the plaintif was entitled 
to recover ; and the Court of Appeal (Baggallay and Brett, L.JJ.) 
affirmed that decision, Holker, L.J., dissenting. 

© question of right to support was raised, but it seems to 
have been put as a case of negligence, and, accordingly, the argu- 
ment for the defendant was that the defendant was not liable for 
the negligence of the contractor or his workmen. The discussion 
principally turned on the doctrine enunciated in Bower v. Peate 
(L. R.1 Q. B. D. 821). That doctrine is, that when the work 
contracted for is in itself of a dangerous character, the person 
employing a contractor to do it cannot exonerate himself and 
throw the responsibility for not using due precautions on the con- 
tractor, It was suggested for the plaintiff that the work of 
rebuilding the house must be looked on as an entirety, and becanse 
danger was involved in part of the operation, the whole must be 
treated as dangerous. Brett, L.J., who gave judgment for the 
plaintiff, seems to have adopted this suggestion. It seems to us 
that the answer to this suggestion is contained in one word: 
Why? As Holker, L.J. (in our opinion with unanswerable 
cogency) inquired, ‘“‘ Why should the owner be liable when all the 
hazardous part of the operation was finished before the fixing of 
the staircase was commenced? ‘The wall had been underpinned 
and reasonable precautions had been taken. It will be an extra- 
ordinary result if the defendant is to be held liable because the 
fixing of the staircase formed part of a larger undertaking, whilst 
he would not be liable if it had been the only piece of work to be 
done.” We cannot get over this reasoning of the dissentient 
judge, and we cannot help thinking that the decision, if correct, 
must be supported on other grounds. 

The question which, in our opinion, the case really raises seems to 
us to be one of a most important and interesting nature, as involving 
the true limits of the doctrine which absolves the employed from 
liability for the acts of a contractor as distinguished from a 
servant. There has been some conflict between the decisions on 
the subject, and formerly a distinction was drawn between all 
cases where the owner of real property employed a contractor to 
do work on his property and other cases of the employment of 
contractors. This distinction is, no doubt, to a great extent 
exploded, and rightly so. There is no reason why the owner of 
real property should be liable for damage caused by the negligence 
of the contractor or his servants in matters merely incidental to 
the work, as, for instance, if the contractor’s servant drops a brick 
out of the window on a person’s head, or leaves a heap of rubbish 
on the road. But, on the other hand, it has been held that the 
employer of the contractor is liable if the work contracted for is 
itself, as executed, a nuisance or dangerous, even although it was 
not executed in accordance with the contract; and it is always 
necessary very carefully to consider whether this principle may 
not apply in such cases (see Hole v. Sittingbourne Railway 
Company, 6 H. & N. 488). The limitation to the doctrine which 
absolves the employer, as suggested by modern cases and text- 
books, is that where a duty is cast on the employer he cannot 
escape it by employing a contractor. So in Bowery. Peate it was 
held that a person causing a dangerous work to be effected was 
also bound to cause due precautions against danger to be taken, 
angl could not escape liability by delegating this duty to a con- 
tractor. 

It seems to us that it is a very nice and important topic for 
consideration, how far the owner of such property has a duty 
with regard to the structural state of his premises, For instance, 
what was the duty of the defendant in the case we aro discussing 
with regard to the party-wall and girders? We think that 
the last words of the judgment of Baggallay, L.J., contain the 























germ of an idea that ought to have been thoroughly worked out 
in order to arrive at a judgment on the case that was likely to be 
of any value. Hesaid, “ A duty was imposed on the defendant to 
take care that the girders of his new house did not slip out of their 
places.” Unfortunately, however, the learned Lord Justice rather 
mixed up this point with the other topics of discussion we have 
before adverted to as being those on which the judgment chiefly 
turned. It seems to us that the question, in the case we are dis- 
cussing, is how far the owner of premises is responsible for acts 
done by a contractor immediately affecting the structure of his 
premises, and so mediately affecting the structure of his neigh- 
bour’s premises. It is the duty of the occupier of premises not to 
have them in such a state as to be dangerous or a nuisance to his 
neighbours. Would it be an answer, if they were in such a state, 
to say that he had left the premises in a contractor's hands? 
Similarly, may not the real ground for the liability in the case 
discussed be that the defendant, having used a party-wall common 
to the two houses for his own benefit by the insertion of the 
girders for the purpose of supporting his own floors, had a duty 
with respect to those girders and the party-wall—viz., to see that 
no one, so far as it lay within his power to prevent it, interfered 
with them in a dangerous manner ? 


We_do not mean to suggest that the owner of premises is 
responsible for the acts of anybody interfering with the structure 


of the premises. When something comes in in the nature of 
vis major, or the act of some person or persons over whom the 


owner has not, and cannot be expected to have, any control—as, ~~ 


for instance, the act of a gang of burglars or a mob, or the wanton 
or malicious act of a wrongdoer—of course he would not be 
liable. But if the owner leaves the premises in the hands of a 
contractor, and thereby not only employs the contractor to do the 
work, but also leaves him with general power over the premises, 
it seems to us that he may possibly incur responsibility for the 
acts of the contractor or his men with regard to the structure of 
the premises, even although such acts were not authorized. We 
do not say that the existence or the exact limits of such responsi- 
bility are very clear to our mind, but if there is no such responsi- 


bility, then, in our humble opinion, the decision in Percival vJ 7 


Hughes was wrong. The whole subject is one of very great 
difficulty and importance. It seems to us, we must say, a great 
pity that a case involving general principles of such great import- 
ance should not have been made the subject of an exhaustive 
considered judgment. 








THE NEW BILLS OF SALE ACT. 
II. 


In describing last week the general effect of the new Act, and in 
discussing its 2nd and 8rd sections, we were occupied entirely 
with its substance. Its style, however, may occasionally attract the 
attention of the observant reader. Persons of a loose habit of 
expression sometimes, after making a statement, proceed with an 
“TI mean to say,” to repeat it, but with a difference; and so, by 
means of several partly inconsistent propositions, succeed in finally 
making themselves understood. It has not been customary to draft 
Acts of Parliament according to that method. But this Act 
applies it, and not without success. Section 4 says that a bill of 
sale is to have annexed to it a schedule containing an inventory, 
and is to “ have effect only in respect of the personal chattels 
specifically described in the said schedule ”—but then that is not 
what the Act means, for the bill is to have an effect beyond this ; 
and so the section continues, “ and shall be void, arcept as against 
the grantor, in respect of any personal chattels not so specifically 
described.” 

This, however, is awkwardness or inelegance merely, the two 
inconsistent propositions leave the meaning clear, But the next 
clause (section 5) is incomprehensible. The marginal note to it is 
‘Bills of sale not to affect after-acquired property.” That, having 
regard to the previous and succeeding sections, would seem to be 
what the Legislature intended to enact. But the words of the 


section are :— 


*¢5, Save as hereinafter mentioned, a bill of sale shall be void, except as 
against the grantor, in respect of any personal chattels specifically deserikd ia 
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the schedule thereto, of which the grantor was not the true owner at the time 
of the executicn of the bill of sale.” 


Here we have a phrase, “ true owner,” which, by a long course 
of judicial decision, has acquired a definite meaning in bank- 
ruptcy, used in a totally different connection. For instance, a per- 
son holding a bill of sale on his debtor’s chattels by way of mort- 
gage is the “ true owner ”’ of the chattels when the question arises 
on the bankruptcy of the debtor as to whether the chattels are in 
the possession of the latter with the consent of the true owner. 
But is a mortgagee to be deemed the “ true owner” for the pur- 

of the new Act? If he is, second mortgages of chattels are 
abolished by the Act. If he is not, and if the purpose of the sec- 
tion is to distinguish between the position of a present owner 
and the position of a person who has only the possibility of 
future ownership, why was the word ‘true’ introduced to 
suggest an entirely different purpose? Until the construction is 
determined no one can be safely advised to advance money upon 
a second mortgage of chattels. 

It is to be observed that this Act is to be construed as one with 
the principal Act—that is, the Act of 1878, which specifies what 
are to be considered personal chattels, and includes amongst them 
fixtures when separately assigned or charged, and trade machinery 
under any circumstances. The next section (secticn 6) provides 
that certain things—namely, “any fixtures separately assigned or 
charged, and any plant or trade machinery” substituted for other 
things of the same kind charged by the bill—shall not be within 
the disabling operation of the Act as to after-acquired property. 
But the principal Act contains no reference to “plant” at all. 
Thus we have a new word of indefinite extent pitchforked into 
the Act without any attempt to help us to understand it. If it 
refers to fixed plant, or to trade machinery as defined by the 
principal Act, it is useless, as such fixtures and trade machinery 
are otherwise referred to. Yet it can scarcely have been introduced 
into a clause plainly endeavouring to follow the terms of a 
former Act without some object or other; and, as it is useless in 
the above signification, are we to suppose that it refers to move- 
able or loose plant to which the terms fixture and trade machinery 
are both inapplicable? If so, the difficulty is as great as could be 
raised by clumsy phraseology, for we shall have to distinguish 
between goods which are moveable plant and goods which are 
not—the former being within the provision as to substitution, and 
the latter outside it. “ Plant,” says Ogilvie’s Technical Dictionary, 
consists of “the fixtures, fools, machinery, and apparatus which 
are necessary to carry on a trade or business.” Another defini- 
tion of still higher authority (Latham’s Johnson’s Dictionary) is 
more disastrous, for it says of the word “plant” that, in large 
establishments, breweries, railways, and the like, it denotes the 
stock, fixtures, ke., required for carrying on the business.’ If 
the latter definition is to be accepted the Act fails to accomplish 
one of the chief purposes which it was currently understood as 
intended to accomplish, for it allows a trader to charge his future 
stock-in-trade. We cannot suppose, however, that plant is 
intended here to refer to a trader's stock-in-trade, and the only 
meaning that we can assign to it is as referring to the tools and 
implements of a man’s business as by the words of the 
first definition above cited. The word will be of enormous im- 
portance to the mortgagee, for instance, of a brewery, who will 
have to consider whether if horses, waggons, vats, barrels, and 
other loose effects used in the business are removed and replaced 
by mew omes, his security can be made to cover the new ones. 
Popularly speaking. sach articles would certainly be “plant.” 
But it is equally certain that popularly the furniture of an hotel, 
which for every practical purpose is, and for every legal purpose 
should be, on precisely the same footing as the things used in or 
about 2 brewery, would not be described as “plant”—that is to 
say, no more ambiguous word could have been introduced into 
the Act than this. Persons lending money on any property of 
this description may make their schedules apply to substituted 
articles, but they must not suppose that their security will be 
valid as to these until the point has been decided. 

Bat the sections of the Act which will be most important to 


lenders are sections 7 and %, the latter of which avoids all bills | 


given by way of security for money “ unless made in accordance 
with we form” annezed to the Act, the form admitting of nothing 
bat—(l) am amignment “by way of secarity” for payment; (2) 





an agreement by the mortgagor to pay principal and interest at 
the times or time which may be stipulated ; and (3) the insertion 
of the terms “as to insurance, payment of rent or otherwise which 
the parties may agree to for the maintenance or defeasance of the 
security.” The stringency of this avoiding clause may be noticed 
in passing—it requires the statutory form and seems not to admit of 
another form to the like effect. But the point now before us is that 
none of the usual mortgagee’s powers as to entry, seizure, and sale 
can be inserted, for possession is only hereafter to be taken ir 
certain events defined by section 7, and even after taking posses- 
sion there is (by section 13) to be no removal or sale by the 
mortgagee for five days, which are to be allowed to the mortgagor 
as days of grace to make good his default and save his property. 
With regard to the list of events upon the happening of one or 
other of which the mortgagee may take possession, the enumera- 
tion appears to us to be practically immaterial. For one of the 

vents specified is “default in payment of the sum or sums of 
money thereby secured at the time therein provided for payment,” 
and mortgagees will, no doubt, hereafter make their advances re- 
payable on demand, so as always to be able to avail themselves of 
this cause of seizure. If they neglect to do this, and have to 
rely for their right to seize on such other causes as are mentioned 
in the Act, they may have small chance of realizing their security. 
What, for instance, is the use of authorizing seizure “if the 
grantor shall become a bankrupt”? The grantor may commit 
any number of acts of bankruptcy and yet, unless he becomes 
actually bankrupt, the bill of sale holder is impotent; and, 
assuming that he does become bankrupt, the reputed ownership 
doctrine is made by the Act applicable to the property, so that 
the mortgagor’s possession, which the mortgagee is forbidden by 
the Act to interfere with, seems, in certain events, to be made by 
the Act fatal to the latter’s title. Another of the specified causes 
of seizure is, if the grantor shall “ fraudulently remove ” the goods 
—that is to say, that the grantor may do what he likes with the 
goods, and unless fraud can be proved against him, his disposal of 
them is no cause of seizure. Jt seems to us futile to legislate upon 
the supposition that mortgagees will ever submit to be bound hand 
and foot in this way. If there isno way of meeting such obstacles 
to seizure but by making the loan repayable on demand, that will 
be the course adopted. Indeed, we are not sure that the necessity 
imposed by section 13 of a delay of five days between seizure and 
removal will not, in any case, so soon as the effect of it is dis-, 
covered, of itself prove sufficient to prevent loans upon chattels at 
any but exorbitant rates of interest ; because the delay will directly 
invite those hostile claims to the subject-matter of the security 
which lenders are most anxious to avoid, by reason of the cost 
incurred in resisting them. 

Another serious point arising both upon this section 13 restrict- 
ing the right of removal and sale, and also upon the clauses avoid- 
ing unregistered bills, is the question as to the persons in whose 
interest they are enacted. The original Bills of Sale Act was 
passed, as stated in the preamble, expressly to protect creditors 
against frauds frequently committed upon them, and it specified 
the persons who were to have the benefit of it. The next Act, 
that of 1878, was passed “to consolidate and amend the law 
relating to bills of sale,” and its enacting clauses protected 
the same persons as had been protected by the former Act. 
These Acts regarded the title of the unregistered bill of sale 
holders on the one hand, and the claims of certain persons— 
namely, trustees in bankruptcy and execution creditors—on the 
other, and declared that, as against the latter, the title of the 
former should not prevail unless he took possession. But, subject 
to that, they practically (with some exception as to the latter Act) 
left his title where it was. It was good against a subsequent pur- 
chaser or mortgagee ; and even as against the protected creditors 
it was good if he got possession, even although, by the terms of 
his bill, he had no right to it (Zz parte Symmons, In re Jordan, 
28 W. R, 803, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 693). The new Actis passed “ to 
amend the Bills of Sale Act, 1878,” but proceeds on a different 
line altogether. It clears away the distinction between different 
classes of claimants, and also gets rid of the difference between a 
bill of sale holder in and one out of possession, by avoiding the 
title of the bill of sale holder potandl except in so far as it is 
still to be good as against the grantor; and it absolutely prohibits 
removal or sale during the five days of grace. But are these 
alterations made in the interest of the grantor or of his creditors? 
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If a bill of sule is, under the Act, void because it is not registered, 
is it void so that the grantor and grantee cannot act upon it, and 
that any allowance by the grantor of the title expressed to be con- 
ferred by the bill (as by permitting possession to be taken) would 
be in the nature of a gift to the grantee and so assailable in bank- 
ruptcy as a fraudulent ‘preference? Or, if the bill is registered, 
and is a good bill under the Act, and possession is taken, are the 
grantor’s rights so cut down by the clauses prohibiting sale and 
removal that he has no power, immediately possession is taken, 
and without waiting for the expiration of the five days of grace, to 
request the bill of sale holder to take his property and go? If it 
is the rights of creditors that the Act is protecting, it is clear in 
the latter case, for instance, that the grantor has no power of so 
authorizing removal and sale, because by his bankruptcy, or other- 
wise, other claims might be raised during the five days. If, on the 
other hand, the interest of the grantor is the object of solicitude, 
he would have such a power. At present we confess we cannot 
assist our readers to a definite solution of these or of many other 
difficulties which the Act suggests. But the discussion, in so far 
as we have hitherto carried it, may at least suggest to lenders the 
long yista of litigation which is now before them. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 
UNQUALIFIED PRACTITIONERS. 
(Abercrombie v. Jordan, In re Hunt, C.A., 30 W. R. 810.) 

This decision settles a matter of considerable importance to the 
profession. An accountant, named Hunt, inserted an advertisement 
addressed “ to solicitors ’’ to the following effect:—‘ A gentleman just 
admitted, without practice, can be offered busiuess (or a position) at a 
good remuneration.” Mr. Cotton, who had been admitted a solicitor, 
answered the advertisement, and an arrangement was made between him 
and Hunt for carrying on the business of a solicitor (upon terms which 
do not seem to have been very clearly defined) under the name of Cotton 
& Co., at premises which had been for some considerable time occupied by 
Hunt asan accountant. Hunt conducted the business as to some matters 
without using Cotton’s name, though, in some instances, he used the 
name of Cotton & Co. He attended summonses at chambers, and did 
other things himself apparently without Cotton’s direct authority. In 
one case he issued a writ, indorsing it, ‘“‘ This writ was issued by E. B. 
Cotton & Co., 23, Charlotte-street, Bedford-square, solicitors for the 
plaintiff ;” and received from the defendant’s solicitor a cheque in satis- 
faction of the costs and a portion of the debt, and subsequently another 
cheque for the balance of the debt. The two cheques were made 
payable to Messrs. E. B. Cotton & Co., or order. The letters enclosing 
these cheques were addressed to Messrs. Cotton & Co., and were opened 
by Hunt, who indorsed the cheques “ E. B, Cotton & Co.,”’ with his own 
name underneath ; and he obtained and kept the proceeds. This, Cotton 
stated, was done without his authority or knowledge. 

Under these circumstances, the question arose, on an application by 
the Incorporated Law Society for an attachment against Hunt, whether 
the case fell within the provision of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, 8, 2, which provides 
that ‘* No person shall act as an attorney or solicitor, or as such attorney or 
solicitor sue out any writ or process, or commence, carry on, solicit, or 
defend any action, suit, or other proceeding in the name of any other 
person or in his own name, &c., unless admitted and enrolled as an attorney 
or solicitor; ’’ any person so acting being by 23 & 24 Vict. c, 127, s. 26, 
made punishable as for acontempt of court. The difficulty, of course, 
lay in the fact that Hunt had an implied authority from Uotton to act for 
him; and it was contended that Hunt had acted only as Cotton's 
managing clerk. But this contention was speedily disposed of by the 
Court of Appeal. As Lord Justice Cotton observed, Hunt did not pre- 
tend to act as managing clerk; he was acting on his own behalf, though 
he had made an arrangement that he should be at liberty to use the name 
ef @ qualified person. 

Another contention was that the proper remedy of the society was, 
under section 32 of the Act of 6&7 Vict., to apply to have Cotton 
struck off the roll for permitting his name to be made use of by an un- 
qualified person, in which case the section provides that if the solicitor 
is struck off the roll the unqualified person may be imprisoned for not 
exceeding a year. But the Court of Appeal thought that the case was 





not taken out of section 2 by the fact that it fell within section 32. It 
may be hoped that this salutary decision will check the inroads of the 
so-called “legal accountants.” 





ATTORNMENT. 
(Allcock v. Moorhouse, C.A., 30 W. R. 871.) 

An interesting point was decided in this case with reference to the 
statute 4 & 5 Aune,c. 3. Shier let some land verbally to Moorhouse 
from year to year. Moorhouse assigned his tenancy by deed to Swan and 
Had wen,and Shier afterwards mortgaged his reversion to a building society. 
Swan and Hadwen had paid rent to Shier, but Shier had always given the 
receipts for such rent in the name of Moorhouse, and had never recognized 
Swan and Hadwen as tenants; and on the other hand, they had not 
attorned to the building society. The rent having fallen into arrear, 
the building society sued Moorhouse for it, but were nonsuited. 
The position of matters, it will be seen, was thic:—The assignees of 
the reversion on a parol tenancy sued the original tenant for rent. But, 
in order to entitle them to do so (since Moorhouse had never attorned to 
them), it was necessary to show that section 9 of 4 & 5 Anne, c. 3, applied. 
That section provides that, ‘‘all grants . of the reversion or 
remainder of any messuages or lands shall be good and effectual to all 
intents and purposes, without any attornment of the tenants . . 
of the land out of which such rent shall be issuing, or of the pevtivaler 
tenants upon whose particular estates any such reversions or remainders 
shall be expectant or depending, as if their attornment had been made.’’ 
Now in this case Moorhouse could not be the particular tenant on whose 
estate the reversion of the building society was expectant, because, after 
he had assigned his tenancy to Swan and Hadwen, he had no estate at all, 
although he probably remained liable to Shier for the rent. Hence, the 
section dispensing with the necessity of attornment did not apply, and 
the Court of Appeal affirmed the decision of the divisional court upholding 
the nonsuit, 








REVIEWS. 


THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 


Tue Marrrep Women’s Property Act, &c. By Tuomas Barrerr- 
LENNarD, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

Tue Mareisp Women’s Prorgrty Acr, 1882, &c. By C. A. Vanesrrrarr 
ConyBeaRE and W. R. Sr. Cram Anprew, Barristers-at-Law. H. 
Sweet. 

Tue Marriep Women’s Property Act, 1882, &. By Ratrx Turck. 
neEsSg, Barrister-at-Law. -W. Maxwell & Son. 


The first-mentioned of the above works is by much the shortest and 
the least ambitious of the three. Its notes seem to be clear, well informed, 
and sensible ; and we do not doubt that readers will find them usefal. 
Its appearauce is, in our opinion, much disfigured by a characteristic 
which the author claims as a merit—namely, the printing of some 
sections, supposed to be less important than the others, in small type. 
We do not feel quite clear upon the question of the relative importance 
of the sections selected for this depression ; and we are quite clear that 
it is a great trial to the temper to find a good many sections typo- 
graphically merged in the notes. Buyers of this sort of book want, as 
much as anything, an easily readable reprint of the Act, and as regards 
some of the sections they will not here get this. But the literary execu- 
tion of the work is very praiseworthy. 

The second of the above works, which is a neatly printed little volame, 
leans, perhaps, rather to the side of undue ampli » and to the 
making of not quite necessary remarks, and the citation of authorities, 
such as Shakespeare and Columella, who do not usually figure to advan- 
tage in law-books. The amount of useful information, which is strictly 
relevant to any given subject, is necessarily limited in extent; and 
attempts to swell this beyond its normal bulk are apt to result in some 
degree of tediousness. Nevertheless, the book contains a great deal of 
information, which might have been improved by a more condensed 
treatment. ‘Che idea of printing in the notes those sections of the former 
Acts, which are in pari materia, is a very good one, This perhaps made 
it superfluous to repeat those Acts in an appendix; but upon that point 
the authors have a right to their own opinion. We may point out, that 
judicious condensation not only cuts out what is useless, but sometimes 
makes room for the introduction of what is useful. “U: the death 
of her husband, the widow enjoyed a life estate, called dower, in a third 
of his real estate of inheritance, of which he had pap nnn seised at any 
time during the coverture” (p, 5.) This is true so faras and re- 
presents the general rule at common law. But some free 
bench, or dower of customary estates, and also upon customary 





' 
: 





6 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov. 4, 1882. 








common law, which was not necessarily restricted to a third, seem to be 
required to complete the subject. 

Mr. Thicknesse’s work, like that last mentioned, is of a somewhat 
elaborate nature. It is prefaced by an introduction dealing with 
the general law of married women’s property as modified by the 
Acts. The recent Act is then printed in full, with lengthy notes 
appended to almost every section. The editor is, perhaps, a little too con- 
fident in his opinion on some points of doubt in the Act, and, on the other 
hand, he treats as sufficiently doubtful to be discussed at length some ques- 
tions which we should have thought admitted of little doubt. For instance, 
he raises the question whether section 1 includes property held by a 
married woman as trustee. Weshould have thought that the express 
provision of section 18 enabling a married woman trustee to transfer or 
join in transferring certain kinds of property “ without her husband, as if 
she were a /feme sole,” combined with the decision, on section 3 of the Act 
of 1870, of the Master of the Rolls in Howard v. Bank of England (L. R. 
15 Eg. 295) were tolerably strong indications of what the decision will be 
as to this question, and Mr. Thicknesse inclines to this view. The book 
will benefit by condensation if and when it reaches a new edition, but it 
has evidently been compiled with care, and it will, be found a useful 
edition of the Act. 


THE BILLS OF SALE ACTS, 


Tue Brits or Sate Acts, 1878 anp 1882; wir an InrRopUcTION AND 
Exptanatory Norges sHOWING THE CHANGES MADE IN THE Law WITH 
Respsct to Buus or Satz. By E, W. Firuian, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons. 

Tue Bits or Sate Acts, 1878 anp 1882; witrH Notes sHowING THE 
ALTERATION IN THE Law As AFFECTED BY THE AcT or 1882. By 
M. G. Guiry, Barrister-at-Law. “Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

Tue Butts or Sate Acts 1878 anp 1882; wire Ruzes or Court, 
Forms, anp PrecepEeNTs, AND AN Epitome or THE Law As AFFECTED 
BY THE Acts, &c. By Herpert Reep, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow 
Brothers & Layton. 


We have read Mr. Fithian’s book with much interest by reason of the 
part which he is generally understood to have taken in the framirg of the 
new Bills of Sale Act. Nothing, under our system of legislation, would be 
more unfair than to attribute to a parliamentary draftsman the incon- 
sistencies or ambiguities existing in a statute in the shape in which it 
finally passes into law. But when a person having a share in the author- 
ship of an Act undertakes voluntarily the duty of indicating, as Mr. 
Fithian says in his preface, “the nature and extent of the alterations 
made in the law,” it is natural to expect from him some light to 
aid us in understanding what the Legislature has left obscure. We 
do not find that Mr. Fithian gives us much assistance. In his 
introduction he gives a history or sketch of the causes which led 
to the new law, and he annotates the several sections of the Act 
of 1878 by the citation of as many cases as suffice to illustrate its 
operation; and so far his book may be useful enough. But his notes 
upon the sections of the new Act either ignore the obkscurities which 
bewilder other people, or dismiss them with a few words of categorical 
affirmation which we are told in the preface “may be regarded as 
indicating the views and intentions of the promoters of the Act.” 
Unfortunately, it is not the intention of the promoters of the Act, but 
the intention of the Legislature, which it is material to discover, and in- 
asmuch as the latter must be discovered from the words of the Act itself, 
what is needed at the present moment is such a reasoned explanation of 
these words as will enable the profession to understand what they mean, 
or to assume an understanding of what they mean, for practical purposes. 
A curious commentary upon one of Mr. Fithian’s notes is furnished 
by an opinion expressed in the second book above mentioned. Mr. 
Fithian says, with regard to the repeal of section 8 of the Act of 1878— 
the section upon which the law of registration has hitherto rested—that 
documents given otherwise than by way of security for the payment of 
money, will still be subject to the conditions of the section. Bat Mr. 
Gairy, with equal assurance, says that “the result of the alteration in 
the law is to relieve bills of sale, other than those given by way of 
security for the payment of money, from the restrictions imposed by 
section 8.” We lately referred to this point, and only allude to it here 
as suggesting that mere statements of this kind with regard to the 
construction of the new Act, are scarcely worth making unless the 
reason for them is shown. 

With regard to the general merit of Mr. Guiry’s book, it must be 
judged by reference to the object which he has proposed to himself. 
This he describes as an attempt “to furnish the legal profession with a 
useful handbook in offices and courte where a law library is not at 
hand.” He says that the courts refuse to act upon the authority of 
quotations from text-books, because the ipsissima verba of the judg- 
mente are not given; and so he endeavours in sixty pages of text to 
give, as far as possible, the facts of cases, together with such portions of 
judgments as are relevant. No doubt the concrete way of stating the 
law—that is, by reference to particular facts and figures and persons— 
is one much more likely to impress it upon the mind of a student than 
the mode of stating by a number of short points or propositions, each 





verified by a reference to the authorities which support it. And we have 
found Mr. Guiry’s book, upon the whole, very clear reading, such as 
would be likely to attract a student. But he will have to extend tho 
bulk of it if his method is to succeed for the practical purposes for 
which he intends it ; and he would have done well, we think, not to push 
his idea of incorporating everything into the text to the point of dis- 
pensing altogether with footnotes, and of printing in the text itself lines 
of names of cases and references. 

Mr. Reed has remodelled and almost rewritten the fourth edition of 
his work on the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. His plan is to consolidate the 
Acts of 1878 and 1882 by giving, in consecutive order, the sections of 
both Acts in pari materia. Legible figures in the margin, referring both 
to the section and Act, enable ready reference to be made to any particu- 
lar section. The notes are practical and useful, and, so far as we have 
tested them, seem to include references to all the cases of importance. 
Under section 3 of the recent Act Mr. Reed points out that the effect of 
the exception of bills of sale given otherwise than by way of security 
for the payment of money will be to exempt from its operation licences 
to seize a builder’s materials on his failing to perform the stipulations of 
the building agreement, and also many post-nuptial settlements. The 
appendix contains the statutes, orders, rules, and forms relating to bills of 
sale and interpleader, with precedents of bills of sale. 





THE ELECTRIC LIGHTING ACT. 


Tue Law rELatine To Exectric Licutinc. By Gzorce Spencer Bower, 
Barrister-at-Law, and Watrer Wess, Solicitor. Sampson Low & Co, 
Tue Exvsecrric Licntinc Act, 1882. By J. V. Vzsry Firzceratp, 

Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Brothers & Layton. 


That the Electric Lighting Act, 1882, requires an “editor ” there can 
be no doubt. The subject is entirely new, and threatens to be a diffi- 
cult one. The Actitself, though presenting few difficulties of construc- 
tion, incorporates parts of other statutes, and is dependent, for its first 
working, upon regulations of the Board of Trade. For those who do 
not care to go very deeply into the subject, Mr. Fitzgerald’s handy 
edition, prefaced by a short and sensible introduction, and well but 
briefly annotated, will be found sufficient in every respect but the index, 
which is very defective. 

Messrs. Bower and Webb have attempted a far more ambitions work. 
Their very carefully prepared introduction supplies all needful informa- 
tion, but gives us too much of the history of the Act. Who cares to 
know, for instance, that Mr. Warton (p. 18) described the Board of Trade 
as a “magnificent shadow”? The commentary on the successive sec- 
tions of the Act is carefully written, but the authors areinclined to make 
more difficulties than the Legislature has created ; we have six pages, for 
instance, devoted to the very plain question whether and how far the 
Act is retrospective, and whether and how far it can be affected by future 
special legislation. There are very frequent references to the evidence 
given before the House of Commons’ Committee, and these and other in- 
terpolations so choke the sections of the Act, that it is impossible, in 
some cases, to read them with any comfort. The index, though not a 
particularly good one, is better than Mr. Fitzgerald’s. (It is curious 
that from both indexes the word ‘‘ purchase ” is omitted.) A draft form 
of provisional order or licence is given, and as we observe that the Board 
of Trade has cast on promoters the task of framing these all-important 
documents, it will no doubt be found very useful. 





PRACTICE, 


Tue Srupznr’s Practice or tus Courts. By Atrrep Gisson and 
Rozert McLzAy, Solicitors. Reeves & Turner. 


This is a remarkably clear and well-written exposition of the proceed - 
ings in the various divisions of the High Court, in the Court of Appeal, 
and House of Lords. ‘‘ With the idea of arousing the personal interest 
of the student,” he is, throughout, addressed personally, being treated, 
sometimes as the solicitor for the plaintiff, and sometimes as the solicitor 
for the defendant. Practical directions are also given as to the filling up 
of forms. The style is easy and attractive, even where the most thorny 
paths are trodden; see, for instance, p. 213, where the points raised in 
Stooke v. Taylor (L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 569) are dealt with, and we have not 
discovered any inaccuracies, The index is not quite full enough. 





THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 

A Sxercu ov tue Szerrtep Lanp Act or 1882, with aN Inpex TO THE 
Act, &c. By Water H. W. Cruttwett, Solicitor, Stevens & Haynes. 
We think that this index to the Settled Land Act will be of assistance 

to those who wish to find their way about the Act, without having 

leisure and inclination to make themselves acquainted with the details. 

The index appears to be intelligently constructed, and it will certainly 

be worth any lawyer’s while to expend the small sum required to purchase 

it. 


[*,” In a notice, contained in our issue of the 21st of October, of 
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a book upon the law of bills of sale, by Mr. John Indermaur, the 
reviewer pointed out an apparent slip in the wording of a sentence of 
which the author has explained to us that he is not guilty. The sen- 
tence is the one containing the first general reference to the new law, 
and runs thus: “ Having now dealt sufficiently with the provisions of 
the Act of 1878 with regard to what are and are not to be deemed bills 
of sale, and what cen be the subject of a bill of sale, it only remains on 
that point to remark that the Amendment Act of 1882 leaves the sub- 
ject untouched as regards securities for money.” The reviewer read 
this passage as though the word ‘‘ except” ought to have been intro- 
duced before the words “as regards securities for money.” We have 
quoted the passage in order that our readers may decide whether or not 
the misreading, which we gladly acknowledge, was the reviewer's fault, 
or was likely to be induced by the author's mode of calling attention to 
the new law.—Eb. 8, J.] 








L CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,~As the Hull meeting gave us no helpin considering how we are 
to work the commission question under the recent Order, I venture to 
submit, for the consideration of your readers, that the practical result of 
that Order will be to oblige the solicitor to take the whole fee, arranging 
in each case with the auctioneer or agent for a fair appcertionment of the 
fee for selling or negotiating. Ido not expect to find many solicitors 
(relatively) anxious or willing to start as auctioneers or house and land 
agents, at any rate in London. Short of this I do not see what plan, 
except that which I have mentioned, will receive the sanction of the 
court, if tested there. 

Although we may (in London at least) think the Order in this particu- 
lar inconvenient, and even unreasonable, it is made, and is not likely to 
be altered, and there seems but little use in further discussing its 
propriety or origin. It seems to me to be aimed at the auctioneer through 
the solicitor. 

Whether the fees of auctioneers are unduly high or no is a fair matter 
of opinion. I venture to think that they form a useful class, and perform 
duties and offer facilities for business which could not be well dispensed 
with by solicitors, except that comparatively small number whose busi- 
ness consists almost wholly in transferring property by way of sale. To 
most of us, I fancy, this is only one among various kinds of conveyancing 
work ; and, speaking for myself, I do not desire for myself or for my 
clients the merger of the two functions. 
oar me, while on this topic, to advert to other matters in the 

er. 

1, The scale charge is to include time spent in journeys however long. 
It is quite possible, even in moderate transactions, that we may have to 
travel some distance to examine abstracts and to complete. Yet, for 
this item, which under Schedule II. is valued at 15s. per hour, we are to 
get nothing extra. This seems to me unfair. 

2. The charge for registration in register counties is to be included in 
the scale fee. This is not a large item, to be sure, but in small transac- 
tions it costs as much as in large ones, and, as it is a necessary act, the 
result is a special deduction made from the profit of London (and York- 
shire) solicitors. This, too, is unfair. 

I-do not see that the council made any suggestions under these heads. 
I submit that they might have done so with more advantage to their 
constituents than by meddling with sales to companies, &c. Their action 
in that instance will probably deprive me of £50 in the costs of some 
forthcoming sales of that class, and no doubt many other solicitors will 
suffer in like manner. 

As to Schedule II., I could wish that the Order had fixed a larger 
drafting fee, say, for the first forty folios, and a smaller fee for the surplus 
length. The real drafting of most documents would be compressed in 
the length mentioned. As the Order stands, I see nothing to discourage 
frolixity, at all events when it has to be paid for by somebody else’s 
client, as ¢.g., settlements and leases, Xx. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—May I ask through your columns whether, if the Order is to 
remain tered, the leading London firms will not shortly make some 
arrangement amongst themselves as to the course they intend to pursue 
with reference to the Order, and make known, for general guidance, what 
that course istobe? Time flies, and the 1st of January will very soon 
be with us, and it seems very desirable that some definite and, if possible, 
general system shall be adopted. 

_ One thing, if I may say so, seems clear—namely, that there were the most 
sufficient reasons why the President of the Incorporated Law Society 
should not sign the document. Unless London auctioneers of high standing 
are prepared to be remunerated by payment of a fixed sum, the fee 





for conducting a sale cannot be charged by the solicitor unless by special 
agreement with the client, an agreement which, I think, most solicitors of 
high character will be very unwilling to make, and yet it seems hard that 
the London solicitor should receive no recompense whatever for the aot 
very easy and certainly responsible task of preparing the conditions of 
sale. The case of a sale by private contract is somewhat similar, for the 
instances are very rare, if I may judge from more than twenty years’ 
experience of London practice, in which the solicitors ‘ arrange the 
price,” to quote the words of the Order, and would so become entitled to 
the fee sanctioned by it in cases of private sale; and yet it is difficult to 
see why the preparation of the contract should not be charged for on 
private sales. 

I am one of those who fully believe in the honour of solicitors as a 
body, but it is expecting a great deal to look for the careful preparation 
of conditions or contracts for sale if the solicitor can make no charge for 
his trouble ; and yet, if this care be not taken, chancery proceedings and 
their consequent costs naturally ensue. If, on the other hand, the 
auctioneers receive a fixed sum, instead of commission, I presume this 
must be the same whether the whole estate or only a fiftieth part of it 
be sold, and this might be very disadvantageous to the client. 

With all deference to Mr. Rubenstein’s remarks, I think it may fairly 
be assumed that the special knowledge and experience which the 
auctioneer obtains from being constantly in the sale room render him 
more competent to value estates than the solicitor, who must generally 
be elsewhere if he has other business to attend to, especially as the value 
of real property fluctuates considerably, not merely from year to year, but 
sometimes in much shorter periods. 

On the whole I see no satisfactory way out of the difficulty. I think 
the course which would be most fair as between solicitor and client would 
be to revert to the present system as varied by the 2nd Schedule to the 
Order, if solicitors can make up their minds to give their clients the 
requisite notice. 

My object, however, is to ascertain what the general intention is. 

October 27, F. G, 8. 





THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— Your remark, in the last number of the Soxtctrons’ Jovnnat, on 
the expense and delay attending registrations in Middlesex, has quickened 
my action in writing to you to expose the ways of the registrar’s office. I 
wrote to Lord Truro on the subject last August, but have received no 
answer. 

The proper fee payable for registration, according to the Act, is 2s. for 
the oath, &c., and 6d. for every 100 words contained in the memorial, 
which would make the total charge on ordinary deeds about 3s. 6d. The 
deputy-registrar’s estimate of the fee in such cases is generally about 7s., 
which is, of course, paid him without question by those ignorant of the 
overcharge. What solicitors or their clerks should do is this: they 
should, before going, count the words in the memorial, and mark in 
pencil the number of folios of 100 words at the bottom, and also the 
gross charge in the margin, hand in their documents, and await the 
result, which must be a surly acceptance of the fee, combined with a 
stern refusal to give change should the clerk increase the enormity of his 
offence by asking for it. 

I enclose a copy of a portion of my letter to Lord Truro as the best way 
of explaining the circumstances immediately leading to my writing it. 
I may mention that the letter, though signed W. C. Stoker, was written 
by myself (who am his clerk) in his absence. Wutus H. Sroxsr. 

14, Gray’s-inn-square, London, October 27. 


[The following is the letter to Lord Truro referred to by our corres- 
ondent :— 

- 14, Gray’s-inn-square, London, W.C., August 30, 1882. 

My Lord,—I regret to have to call your lordship’s attention to the 
manner in which I have been treated by the deputy-registrar at the 
Middlesex Registry. Wishing to have the registration of two deeds 
expedited this morning, I asked to have them back in two days—the 
usual time when an expedition fee is paid—which he refused, and he 
ultimately declined to accept any expedition fee at all. I must tell 
your lordship that yesterday, on registering another deed, I observed a 
gentleman ask for expedition for a considerable number of deeds on 
handing them in for registration, and he was informed that they would 
be ready for him on Thursday at twelve o'clock (i.¢., within two days), 
and while he brought his deeds as late as half-past one in the day (half 
an hour before closing), I offered mine at eleven o'clock this morning. 
It was in the highest degree important for me to have the deeds back on 
Friday, which I told Mr. Stahlschmidt, and the delay will cause me the 
most serious trouble and annoyance. . . . My clerks have, on several 
occasions, been treated with incivility and pettily annoyed—for instance, 
by his refusal to give them change. I may add that when Mr, Williamson 
was deputy-registrar, I have never experienced any trouble or annoyance. 
—I have the honour to remain, your Lordship’s obedient servant, 

Lord Truro. ] W. ©, Sroxza. 
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RULE 11 OF THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Being much indebted to you for the information from time to 
time supplied iu your journal as to what is going on in the law (with 
which I was actively connected some forty years before retiring from its 
more active duties), I venture to tell you that what you have etated in 
page 686 of your journal, that an auctioneer is always employed by the 
vendor, is not strictly correct. During along practice I am able to say 
that in most cases the auctioneer is employed by the solicitor, and paid 
by the solicitor out of the client's property. The test of the employment 
is ‘‘the retainer.” If the solicitor retains the auctioneer, it frequently 
happens that the auctioneer does not even know the name of the client, 
and could only sue the solicitor for the amount of his, the auctioneer’s, 
commission. 

If I bad not in a recent case made the auctioneer take the retainer of 
the client, an auctioneer whose name I could mention would now sue me 
for over £200. In my practice I always made the auctioneer take the 
business on the retainer of the client to save myself from personal 
responsibility. 

The words “ paid by the client” in rule 11 mean paid by the client on 
the client's retainer as the responsible party. It is all very well if the 
property should sell, but if it does not sell the solicitor may incur a serious 
liability as paymaster to the auctioneer, if this contingency be not 
specially provided against. Epwarp H. Bar ze. 

St. Patrick’s, Crystal Palace Park, October 28, 








THE PRESIDENT OF THE LIVERPOOL 
LAW SOCIETY ON THE REMUNERA- 
TION ORDER AND THE FORTHCOMING 
JUDICATURE RULES. 


Ar the annual meeting of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpoo], on 
Wednesday last, the President, after referring to other matters mentioned io the 
report of the committee, said:—The provincial law societies were for the first 
time officially recognized by the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act of 1881, by which 
the president of one of these societies, to be selected by the Lord Chancellor, was 
added to the body iotrusted by the Act with the daty of framing a general 
order, having the force of Jaw, on the subject of solicitors’ remuneration in 
matters of conveyancing. This Act was a necessary supplement to Lord 
Cairns’ Conveyancing and Transfer of Land Act, passed in the same session. 
Haviog had the honour of being nominated by the Lord Chancellor to fill 
this position, it would not be becoming in me to express an opinion as to the 
result of theirlabours. But I may be pardoned for taking this opportunity of 
bearing testimony to the extreme pains which were taken, and the carefol and 
conscientious manner ia which every detail was considered by the distinguished 
members of the committee with whom I had the honour of being associated, 
and to the courteous attention which was paid by them to the practical 
information which [was enabled to convey to them on the usage in the 
provinces, from the exbaustive information and elaborate statistics furnished to 
me by the labours of the committees of this and of other provincial law societies. 
Without entering into the details of the Order, there is one distinguishing 
feature of it which I think it may be useful to mention, as, from inquiries 
addressed to me, and the comments of the press, it would seem that 
some explanation is desirable. I refer to the remuneration for 
negotiation as distinguished from that for investigation of title 
and preparation of deeds. By the former system the solicitor 
was paid for advice and assistance in arranging sales, purchases, or 
mortgages by the usual professional charges for each attendance and letter, 
irrespective of the amount involved and the responsibility incurred, in the 
same way that he was paid for the subsequent investigation of title and pre- 
paration of documents, It was evident that if for the latter a percentage 
scale was substituted, the same reasons existed for its being applied to the 
former. In some cases the solicitor is not employed in the preliminary 
negotiations, and it is obvious that in such cases he should not be paid after 
the same rats as in those cases where he has bad this labour and responsibility. 
The division, therefore, of the scale for negotiation and that for conveyancing 
work pure and simple is just to the client, and adapted to the different classes 
of cases. The client who does not think proper to employ his solicitor to con- 
duct negotiations preliminaryto the management of his sale, purchase, or 
mortgage, will pay less than the client who does employ the solicitor for 
this parpose. Both scales have been fixed at moderate ratea, and I have every 
confidence that the Order will be found to work well in practice, and to be 
satisfactory to the public. To turn to another subject, as important to those 
who have to do with litigation as the last is to those concerned with the 
transfer of land, the absence of a provincial solicitor from the committee in- 
trusted with the daty of framing a report on the propoged new rules and orders 
under the Judicature Act (known as ‘‘the Procedure Committee”) has led 
to @ conspicuous omission, which if not rectified will go far to neutralize the 
a lvantages reaped by the provinces from the establishment of local registries— 
adv the importance of which are not surpassed, if even they are 
qu by any of the improvements of late years. The report positively 
omits all notice of the local registries, and would seem to have been 
framed in forgetfulness of their existence. Your committee, jointly with 
that of the Incorporated Law Association of Manchester, whose able and 





hearty co-operation we cannot too highly value, on this as on all other 
occasions, have made a representation to the Lord Chancellor on this 
sobject, which they feel sare will have the fall attention of his lordebip, 
and which they hope will lead to the error being rectified before the new 
rales are completed. Among the recommendations of the Procedure Com- 
mittee’s report is one (No. 2) that in all actions there shall be a sammons 
(known as the “ omnibus sammons”’) for directions, to be beard before the 
master, respecting particulars, venue, discovery, interrogatories, commis- 
sions and examinations of witnesses, mode of trial, and the like ; and there 
is another (No. 3) that no pleadings shall be allowed unless by order of a 
jadge—not, it will be observed, of the judge who will try the action, which 
might be useful. These recommendations are fraught with serious danger 
to provincial snitors. Bat an artiale in the Zimes of the 13th of March last, 
which has every appearance of being inspired, urges a change of even more 
serious moment—viz., the abrogation of the usefal provision under the 
Judicature Act known as ord, 14, r. 1, whereby judgment can be obtained 
on a summons before a master or district registrar, when the plaintiff makes 
an affidavit of debt and that he believes the defendant has no defence, and 
the defendant cannot show by affidavit that he has a plausible defence. 
Under thi+ valuable order, sham defences are detected, and the practice of 
entering &; pearance where there is no real defence is discouraged. This 
order has proved of the greatest value in the provinces, and the proposal 
contained in the article in question to substitute a trial as a short cause by 
a judge without a jury is most objectionable, because in the 
country it would simply mean either the removal of the case to 
London, with the consequent expense of employing London agents 
and counsel, or a journey to London of the solicitor who knows the facts, or 
else a delay of from three to six months, if the case were heard by the judge 
on circuit. The new rules are looked for with deep anxiety, and if it should 
tara out that the changes proposed by them are unworkable and retrograde as 
regards the provinces, it will be the duty of this society, in conjunction with 
the other provincial societies and the various mercantile bodies to appeal to 
Parliament to annul the objectionsble provisions. This would have been ren- 
dered unnecessary had any solicitor acquainted with country practice been 
placed on the committee, as was the case with the Judicature Commission, and 
more recently with the Solicitors’ Remuneration Committee, There is one 
other subject which is now engaging the earnest attention of your committee, 
of paramount importance to this mercantile commanity, which they must 
leave to their successors to carry out. It is the establishment of local centres 
in Liverpool and Manchester for the trial of all legal issues by continuous 
sittings of a judge of the superior courte, the judge being frequently 
changed, but the sittings being continuous. There is ample business in 
these two places for such continuous sittiogs, and the necessity for this 
improvement is urgent and crying. The system may afterwards be extended 
to other pleces, such as Leeds, Birmingham, Bristol, and Newcastle, bat 
the evil is most felt in the two important places where it is pro to 
commence. The system we ao urgently require is that set forth in detail 
by the Attorney-General in an able and exhaustive speech delivered in the 
House of Commons on the 21st of March, 1879. When he again came into 
office we hoped to see this scheme incladed in a Bill carrying out the 
reforms in Judicature which are required to make the system complete. 
But as no such Bill appeared we addressed to the Home Secretary the letter 
which appears in our report. As no result ensued from this step, we ven- 
tured to bring the subject to the notice of the Prime Minister, and we 
entertain the hope that the matter will be dealt with in the ensuing session. 
The amount of injustice and wrong inflicted on the mercantile community 
in Lancashire by the delay between July and February, during which their 
causes cannot be heard, by the way in which the causes are hurried when 
the assizes do come on, and the oppression of the system of all witness 
causes in Chancery and Admiralty being tried in London are known 
to you, but can hardly be imagined by those who have not your 
opportunity of estimating fully the evils attendant upon their denial of 
justice. We feel sure that it only requires that these evils and the perfect 
adequacy and practicability of the remedy proposed, together with the economy 
of the time of the judges and the other advantages which would be gained by 
it, shall be properly brought before the House of Commons to secure the 
immediate application of the remedy. A secondary advantage of the Attorney- 
General's scheme, only inferior in practical importance to the points I have 
mentioned, would be that the Lords Justices and probably also the judges of 
the Chancery Division would not be required to go on circuit, and the present 
delay and inconvenieasce to suitors involved in this practice would be obviated, 
There are many other topics upon which I could enlarge if time permitted, and 
which will no doubt occupy the attention of the future committee. Amongst 
them are the expediency of a commission being appointed to prepare with due 
care and knowledge a uniform scale of costs in all the courts, instead of the un- 
satisfactory plan which is contemplated of this being done by the drafteman 
who is preparing the new rules and orders; a careful revision of the fees 
paid by suitors, which, we think, might with perfect justice to them be 
effected, 89 as to increase the revenue from the source ; the fixiog of a standard 
of counsel’s fees in litigious cascs ; and the abolition of the distinction 
between costs as between party and party and between solicitor and client ; 
a distinction which now involves the grievance of a successfal litigant having 
a bill of extra costs to pay. Before I conclude, there»are one or two matters 
concerning this society especially, to which I should like to allude. The 
occurrence, during the mayoralty of a highly esteemed member of your com- 
mittee, of the session in this city of the Association for the Reform and Codi- 
fication of the Law of Nations is a matter of congratulation, not only on 
account of the reception which he was enabled so hospitably to extend to 
the members of that association, but as a proof to the distinguished foreign 
jariste whoattended the meeting, that the highest municipal honoars in so 
important a mercantile community are open to a member of our profession. 
An unpleasant daty has again devolved upon your committee under your 
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rules as at present ex'sting, and you have lost, for aj year at all 
evente, the services of valuable retiring membars of the committee whom 
you would have beer glad to retain. The object of this rule was to 
secure the infusion of new blood, but as the society numbers 250 members it 
is obvious that they have the election of the committee so entirely in their 
own hands that I may be pardoned for suggesting, speaking for myself, that it 
would be desirable to consider whether the original rule, which obtains in 
other societies, whereby all the retiring members are re-eligible, should not be 
restored. Besides the compulsory loss of the retiring members, I regret to 
have to inform you that we are to lose the services of a secretary, who has, 
during the unusually long period of five years, performed the laborious and 
difficult duties of that office in a way, of which I venture to say, it would be 
impossible to speak too highly. Mr. Morton is entitled not only to my 
individual gratitude for the never failing and most efficient assistance he has 
given to me in the performance of the duties which have devolved upon me 

uring my period of office, but to that of the society, for his services during a 
much longer period. 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Liw Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, the 2ad inst., the 
following being present, viz.:—Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. 
Barges, Cronin, Desborongh, jun., Doyle, Hedger, Lucas, Sidney Smith, 
Scyan, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary), a grant was made to the widow of 
® non-member, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The society had an interesting debate at ita last meeting on the subject 
—‘*Oaght the prospectus of a company to disclose every contract which 
would assist 8 person in determiniog whether he would become a sbare- 
holder ?” which Mr. Ashton opened in the affirmative, having as supporters 
of his views Measrs, G. B. Hilis, R. Mossop, R. J. Rhys, and Davison ; while 
Messrs. J. W. Ellis, Rider, J. P. Hurst, Strickland, and Mallam spoke for 
the negative. After the conclusion of the debate a division took place, 
which resulted in a majority of seven for the affirmative. 


LEEDS LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Leeds Law Inatitution on 
Monday, October 30, when in the unavoidable absence of J. W. Addyman, 
Esq., the appointed chairman for the evening, Mr. L. Whittaker was voted 
to that position. After the minutes of the last meeting bad been read and 
confirmed, a vote of congratalation was passed to Mr. W. A. Lupton, B.A., 
on his baving passed the final examination last June, and six new members 
were elected and two others proposed. A debate then took place on the 
following subject :—‘‘ Was the decision in Reg. v. Coney (L. R. 8 Q, B. D. 
534) right?” Mr. J. MoGuire, supported by Messre. W. Moss, OC. A. 
Braim, J. R. Smith, A. H. Wilks, and M. Stephenson argued in the 
affirmative, and Mr, J. W. Stead, sapported by Mesers. H. P. Ingden, P. H. 
Senior, W. Pearson, and J. Wormald argued in the negative ; on being put 
to the meeting there was a majority of two in favour of the affirmative. 
The debate was of a spirited character and well sustained throughout. A 
hearty vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Aubert Lovett, solicitor, of 47, King William-street, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Accumulative Bonus Reward Building Society. Mr. 
Lovett was admitted a solicitor in 1868, 


Mr. Lionen Furngaux Kuire Hitt, barrister, has been appointed Pro- 
fessor of Political Economy and Logic at the City of London Oollege. Mr. 
Hill is a graduate of New College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at Gray’s 
Inn in June, 1881, and he is a member of the Oxford Circuit. 


Mr. NanaByuar Harrpas, Government pleader at Bombay, has been 
appointed to act as a Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Bombay. 


Mr. Jonn Morais MAsxett, barrister, of Madras, has been appointed 
Registrar of the Madras Court of Small Canses. Mr, Maskell was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple io Trinity Term, 1868, 


Mr. Epwarp BaGnett THorneycroft, solicitor, of Wolverhampton and 
Shifnal, has been appointed Deputy Coroner for the Borough of Wolverhamp- 
ton and for the Wolverhampton Division of Staffordshire, Mr. Thoraeycrolt 
was admitted a solicitor in 1877, 


‘Mr, Epwin Cuartes Ciark, LL.D., Regias professor of civil law in the 


University of Cambridge, has been elected to a Prof:ssorial Fel!owship at 
St. John’s College. 


Mr. Jonny Epwarp WALuIs, barrister, has been appointed a Judge of the 
International Court of First Instance in Ezypt, in succession to Mr. Herbert 
Augustus Hills, who has been appointed President of the Iatern:tional Court 
of Appeal in Egypt. Mr. Wallis was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
se ad Term, 1847, and he was for some time British consul at Port 

aid, 


Sir Jonn Seaty, K.C.M.G., has been appointed a member of the Execu- 
tive Council of the Island of Barbados, Sir J. Sealy is the son of Mr. 
Thomas Sealy, of Clifton, and was born in 1807. He was educated at Exeter 
College, Oxford, where he graduated s:cond class in classics in 1829, and he 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1833. H2 
was Solicitor General for Barbados from 1841 till 1846, and Attorney- 
General for Barbados from 1846 till 1874. He. was created a Companion of 
the Order of St. Michacl and St. George in 1869, and a Kaight Commander 
ni bo same Order in 1874, Sir J. Sealy is Chancellor of the Diocese of Bar- 

ados, 


Mr. Newman Lesincuam Bainey, a puisne judge for the Gold Cowt 
Colony, who has been appointed Chief Justice of the Gold Coast Colony, was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Jans, 1876. 

Mr. Tuomas ScHotes Grunpy, of Bury, Lancashire, solicitor, has been 
appointed Registrar of the Bary Connty Court, in succession t> Mr. Grundy’s 
brother, the late Mr. Edmund Atkinson Grundy. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. RICHARD EDWARD TURNER 


Mr. Richard Edward Turner, barrister, died at his residence, 25, St. 
George’s-square, after a short illness, on the 26th alt., in his sixty-ninth year. 
On the previous day he was seized with a fit when at his chambers in the Temple. 
He was taken home as soon as possible, but he never afterwards rallied. The 
deceased was a nephew of Lord Justice Sir George Turner. He was born in 
1813, and was educated at Westminster and at Trinity College, Cambridge, 
where he graduated in the first class of the classical tripos, and also as asenior 
optime in 1836. He practised for several years as a sperial pleader. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1853, and he practised on 
the South-Eastern Circuit. Mr. Turner was a sound and well-read lawyer, 
and he was very frequently employed as an arbitrator. He was formerly com- 
mon law editor of the Jurist, and he acted in 1830 as a commissioner for 
inquiring into corrupt practices in the borough of Sandwich. He had been 
for many years a revising barrister, and he had just completed the revision of 
the lists for the borough of Greenwich and the Western Division of Keat. 
Mr, Turner was a bencher of the Ioner Temple. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 













RT Mr. Justice 

Date. py oy ¥. 0. Bacon. Se 
Monday, Nov. ..coseseee 6 Mr. Farrer Mr. Pemberton Mr. Merivale 
Tuesday ecccccccccceccce 7 King Clowes Latham 
Wednesda: cocccecces S Farrer Pemberton Merivale 
Thursday .. . King Clowes Latham 
Friday cesecees Farrer Pemberton Merivale 
BY coceverees secece ll King Clowes Latham 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Fay. Pearson. Currrr,. 

Monday, Nov. '...++eee+. 6 Mr.Carrington Mr, Cobby Nr. Ward 
Merete cociasss ecoccce 2 Jackvon Koe Teesdale 

Wednesday..cecssessseee 8 Cobby Ward 
Thureday .. we 9 Jackson Koe Teeadale 

Friday cccccecsecsecccece 10 Carrington Cobby Ward 
Saturday..cecesescesvers ll Jackson Koe Teesdale 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
List or APPEALS FOR MicHaBLMas Srrtines, 1882. 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION AND THE PROBATE, 


DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE), AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES 


COURTS. 
For Hearing. 
1881. 
Samuel v Samuel appof plt MR Juane7 
1882. 


Mayor, &o, of Manchester v Lyons mot Mayor, &o, of Manchester from V C 
of County Palatine of Lancaster 17 

East and West India Docks Co v Hill App of deft Arthur Hill VC H_ Apr 24 
Loosemore v The Tiverton and North Devon Rail Co appof pit Fry, J Apr 24 

Usher v Henwood Pee ee to examine wits on 
hearing of appeal V CB ey 

Bostock v Pearson app of deft from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster 





May 1 
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The Official liquidator of the Blackburn and District Benefit Building Society 
v care Brooks, & Co app of defts from V C of County Palatine of Lancas- 
ter ay 

Jones v Jefiryes appof pli Kay,J May 4 

Todman v Todman Gudgeon and ora co-respondents ga | app of ptner from 
the President dismissing ptn for dissolution of marriage May 4 

Bowen v Fraser appof pit VCB May9 

In re Ridler, decd, Ridler v Ridler app of Worcester City and County Banking 
Co VCB May 10 

Missions tle v Hopkin app of plt from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster May 


In re Gilbert, decd, Gilbert v Gilbert app of deft VCH May 10 

In re The Metropolitan District Bail Co, Ex pte St John’s College, Oxford app 
of St John’s College VCH May 10 

La Fargue v Miles appofplt VCH May 11 

Fiechfield v Wetzlar app of defts Kay, J May 16 

Williams v Brieco app of defts Kay, J May 17 

In re Barnitt & Burland’s Contract app of TB Burland VCH May 17 
rinsep v Prinsep app of Wm Spencer andanr V CB May 17 

Eee? Peacock appofplts VCB May18 

Miller v Huddlestone app of Wm McMurray Fry, J May 18 

Parkhorst v Parkhurst app of Sophia Cooper Kay,J May 20 

In re Stead & Jeffries’ Trade-Mark app of John Graham and anr 
VCB May 20 Ransomev Graham appofdefts VCB July 5 

Budd v Trower app of deft Mary Aune Trower Kay, J. May 22 

Mundy v Duke of Rutland spp of deft Kay, J May 22 

In re Orr-Ewing, decd, Orr-Ewing v Orr-Ewing app of plt Kay, J May 26 


Francis vy Hayward app of deft Kay, J May 26 
In re The Lydney and Lydbrook Steel and Iron Plate Co, limd app of the Compy 
VCH May 27 


Hills v Reeves appof deft Kay, J June 1 

Perry v International Ocean Telegraph Co appof pli VCB Junel (security 
ordered—app not to be ia Slee Dee 11) 

In re Tne Tynemouth and District Tramways Co, limd, and Co.’s Acts, 1862 to 
1881 app of H E P Adamson from order in chambers ¥Y C H Jane 2 

Robarts vy Mayor, &c, of London “pp of plt Kay, J Jane3 

Beresford v Batthyany app of plt Kay, J June 5 

In re Lake & Layard and V and P Act, 1874 app of J G Layard Chitty, J Jane 5 

MeHenry v Lewis app of defts Chitty, J June 5 

Mundy v Duke of Rutiand app of defts Manners Colliery C> Kay, J June 6 

ney eionn sep Se VCB June8 

In re The Frank Mining Doage De’ Asta, $62 app of H W Ciarke from 

mne 


of Norwich v Brown app of pit Chitty, J June 15 

Satten y app of deft Chitty, J June 17 

Marquis Camden vy Murray app of pit June 21 

Griffith y Watkins app of deft from order dated July 30,1881 MR June 24 

of deft from order dated May 12, 1$82 Chitty, J June 24 

2 H v Rumsey app of pits oy he June 26 

Geen v Société Générale de Paris app of defts V C B June 28 

» et Sah etieest 5 Suatant age ng ee 
re Margiteon, decd, Haggard v Haggard app of pit Fry, ane 

Lord Kenlis v Hodgson app of plt V C B June 29 

In re Joseph Taylor, decd, Tomlin v Underhay app of defts Kay, J June 29 

Mutual Society vy Torkington app of deft Kay,J June 29 

Wilson v Turner app of defts VC B June 30 

In re The Guardian Permanent Building Boskety and Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1880 
aop of Official Liquidator from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster In re 
The Same Society app of Official Liquidator from VC Inre The Same Society 
app of John Grocott and anr from VY C_ In re The Same Society =< Mary 
Ann Hawkins from the VC iInre The Same Society appof R W A Scott 
and ors from the V C July 1 

Watson v Holliday app of H Rawlings and anr July 1 

In re F LLA Corrie, G B W H Corrie & M Corrie, Infants, and Custody of 
Infants Act 1873 app of Barclay Corrie VCH July 3 

In re John Speight,decd Speight vy Gaunt appofdeft VCB July 3 

— United Horsemail Co, ld & Co’s Acts 1862 1867 appofCo Chitty, J 

y 
In re Barton, decd Boultonv Jones appof pit VCB Julyd 
Snowdon v Richardson _< te VUB July5 
Co, ld v ison, Cox & Cox appof plis FryJ July 5 
ld v Harrison, Cox & Co app of defts Fry, J 


6 
Sprague v Sprague appofTR Watson VCB July 10 
Attorney-Gen v Vestry of Bermondsey appofplta Fry, J July 11 
Blight v Hartnell appofpit Fry,J July 13 


Deacon v Dolby ¥ Deacon app of W Dolby from refusal to send back to 
Official Referee March 6 Deacon v Dolby Dolby v Deacon Arnold v Dolby 
app of W Dolby ke, 7 July 12 

In re James Cabburn, decd Gage v Rutland opp of 9h VCB July 13 

“=o spp of R H J Grieves & anr Kay, J 
S a 

De Bergue v De app of plt Fry,J July 18 

Dell v Jones pit Chis July is 4 

» - hy app of pits from VC of County Palatine of Lancaster 


2 
Peareth v Marriott spp of VCB July 21 
in re The Blackburs tod. Distest Bench Balding Society app of Midland 
Banking Co from VC of County Palantine of Lancaster July 2: 
Wm Fiiston Macon v Eva Mason and Wm McClure, co-respt (Divorce) spp of 
i eat dissolution of marriage Sir J Hannen 
Emert v Dalzeil of deft CML Dalzell Chitty,J J 
In re Attwood, decd” Jones ¥ Attwood of dette’ Kay, 
Exbinson v Drakes sf eee Chitty, July 26 
app of James Ewing Kay, J July 27 
Co's Acts spp of W W Knight 


July 4 
oe 
A det Yetta) (Key, J Ang 8 
FF Fey, Aug 6 
os VCE Augi 


2% 
July 26 





Harvey v _ app 7 - Mgt soe 
Barrett v Gomm re) t ug 
In re Wm Phillip’s Insurance, and 10 & 11 Vict c 96 app of petars VCB 


Aug 12 
In ce Wensaeiitiah, decd Wynne-Finch vy Wynne-Finch app of pit Kay, J 


Ang 25 : 

Shai rf Wright Grainger v Wright O'Callaghan v Wright O'Callaghan v 
Liddell app of plt A M O'Callaghan Chitty,J Aug 26 

In re oy Reynolds, spinster, and 
ors 

Lambert v The Neuchatel Asphalte Co, 1d appof plt VCB Sept 7 

ecd Mortonv Morton app of pits Chitty,J Sept 7 

app of petnrs Kay,J Sept 9 

In re G@ H Robinson and Trustee Relief Act app of National Reversionary 
Interest Society Chitty,J Sept 21 

Parkin v Chesterfield Union app of pit VCH Sept 27 

Bettyes v Maynard appof pit Kay, J Oct 13 

Hardingham v Rowan app ofdefts Fry, J Oct 18 

Morecroft v Evans app of pit from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster 
Oct 20 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division. 
Hiod v Brett app of plt from refusal to set aside stay of proc VCH 


April 5 (S O for special day) 

Hadiy wdland Ry Co app of dft Chitty, J June 2 ! 

Combe v De la Bere app of the Rev De la Bere from rule nisi discharged 
Chitty, J July 27 

Mansel v Norton app of deft VC B July 31 

Kennedy v Lyell agp gf don VCB Augl 

In re Lloyd, decd, v Wilton age of defi VC B Augl 

In ra Watts, decd, Smith v Watts app of Hoare & Co Kay. J Aug 6 

Peareth v Marriott app of Law Union, &0,Co VC B Aug7 

Ormes v Bateman app of defts Chitty, J Aug 9 

Watson v Rodwell, and Solicitors Act, 1866 app of George Woodman Kay, J 
Aug 14 

Danvillier v Myers app of deft Chitty, J ay | 16 

Gething v Lewis Merthyr Navigation Colliery Co app of defts Chitty, J Aug 17 

Pratt v Pratt app of deft Pearson V C B Aug 22 

Silver Valley Mines, limd v Beall app of deft Kay, J Aug 29 

Raymond v Tapson app of deft Kay, J Sept 4 

Dawson v Beezon app of deft North J Sept 13 

Dale v Smith of plts North, J Sept 13 

In re Indian Kingston and Sandhurst Gold Mining Co, limd app of Jeremiah 
Ryan North, J Oct 6 

In re Milinery and Dress Association, limd, and Co’s Acts app of Capital Guaran- 
tee Society Day, J Oct 14 

In nt ahd Hill Gold Mining Co, limd, and Co’s Acts app of Co and ors Day, J 


Norman, Oakley, & Co v Beauchamp app of pits North J Oct 19 
Miller v Huddlestone app of W McMarray North, J Oct 20 
In re Evans, decd, Owen v Evans app of pits Day, J Oot 24 


d Clark vy Forsey app of Susannah 
Sept 2 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY WITHOUT ASSESSORS) DIVISION. 


For Judgment. 
Ware v Crespin app of deft from rule nisi discharged by Justices Mathew and 
(ca v April 2 


Cave 2—present Lords Justices Brett and Holker) 
For Hearing. 
1882. 
Couchman v Greener app of pit from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial Feb 11 
gs AY ra By ire Ry Co app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at 
tria! e 


Jackson and ors v Fletcher app of deft Fletcher from part of judgt of Mr Justice 
Cave at trial as to costs of third Mar 28 
Marshall and ors v Schofield and Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty 


at trial April 3 

Chartered Mercantile Bank of India, London and China y Netherlands India 
Steam Navigation Co, limd app of defts from judgt of Baron Pollock and Jus- 
tices Manisty and Stephen April 4 

Simpros and anr (trading as John Sim and Co) v Tamar and Kit Hill Granite 
Co, limd app of plts from jadet of Mr Justice Chitty onfc April 5 

Allan vy United Kingdom Electric Telegraph Co, Imd Christopher and anr, 
a rey ‘he Same Co app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty 
at p 

Bucknall and Sons v Hunter and Co app of doefts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Hawkins at trial in London April 8 

Kay v Field & Co appof plt from judgt of Mr Barou Pollock at trial at Gla- 


porgee Apr 17 
ae Bent limd, v Davies and Edwards, Adelphi Bank, limd, vy Edwards 
G C Dobell & Cov Edwards app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty at 
pr 
Ship R L Alston Gomme dl Golate Mesias y Gative of the R L Alston and 
freight app of pits from judgt of ir BR Eee tenece feithont aneseees) Ags $0 
Millen v Brasch a Sept Game totes of Bs Suction Zanes ot Ciel April 22 
The Marquess of vy Davidson app of defts from Justices Mathew 
and Cave, eee official referee, and ‘giving jad for ple April 26 
t, Freres & Cov Euzensberger spp of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
wen at trial with jury Mey 1 
Lemmon v Webster and ors spp of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins at 


May 2 - 

R. Cecuiiel, Surveyor of Taxes v The Justices of the County of Berks (Revenue 
side Q.B,} app of K. Coomber from order of Mr Justice Grove and Baron 

Huddleston on case e Tax Commrs May 2. 

Cattewater Commrs v Martinandors sppof defts from judgtof Justices Mathew 
and Caveonsc May 3 

bg = 2 “a or app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Lopes at trial at 

Dagny v Adkine and en app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bowen at trial 


Brown v The Manchester, Sheffield and Lincolnshire ay Co app of plt from 
judgt of Justices Cave and Bowen on special case May 
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Reine Knapping app of deft from judgt of Baron Huddleston at trial 


ay 
The Consolidated Credit and Mortgage Corporation, limd v Bradbury app of 
deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at trial aa 19 
Powell and anr v The Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co app of defts from judgt of 
: J nelions ye and wage Ae! speci: Nagy Ma e Ces ; ; un 6 
o re Sidney pman, it, one, &c app of 8, pman from Justices Grove 
and Lopes, refusiog review of taxn May 26 
Hone v Abercrombie app of plt from judgt of Justices Manisty and Williams 
overruling demr . June 1 
Bower v Sitwell & ors app of plts from Justices Manisty & Williams allowing 
demr of Hugh Hole the elder June 2 
Shubrook v Tufnell app of defts from order of Justices Manisty and Williams 
on sp c stated by arbitrator—action tried by LC J with sp jury and referred to 
arbitration June 2 
Pearse and ors v McDonald and anr app of deft McDonald from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bowen at trial June 5 Pearse and ors v McDonald and anr app of 
deft McDonald from order of Justices Grove and Mathew for new trial June 22 
Pearse and ore v McDonald and anr app of deft Mockford from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bowen at trial June 5 Pearse and ors v McDonald and anr app of 
deft Mockford from order of Justices Grove and Mathew for new trial June 22 
Pemberton v Turmer *pP of Rt from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial June 
6 (Security ordered June 14) 
ae v _ app of defts from judgt of Justices Manisty and Williams on spc 
une 
Archd E Dobbs, app v The Grand Junction Water Works Co, respt (Q B Crown 
Side) app of respts from judgt of Justices Field and Bowen quashing order of 
Justices June 9 
W & A Gilbey v Hawes app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Grove on far con 
after trial June 9 
a ee v Fuller and ors app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial 
une 
The Alexandria Water Co, ld v Musgrave, Surveyor of Taxes (Q B Revenue 
sid¢) app of Alexandria Water Co, ld from judgt of Justices Grove and North 
on case stated by Commnrs of Income Tax June 16 
i v a app cf plt from judgt of Mr Justice North at trial at Westminster 
upe 
Beal & Son v Biddulph app of plts from judgt of Baron Huddleston at trial at 
Westminster June 21 
Keller (since decd) Judgt Creditor v Wondhuyeen and anr Judgt Debtor—The 
Union Bank of London garnishees, M D Wondhuysen, ‘3rd party, Keller and 
ors, exors, &c, added by order app of Keller and ors added parties, from Mr. 
Justice Denman and Baron Pollock June 22 
Bagnall and ors vSmith app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial 
without a jury p beg were June 22 
Kendal, Trustee, &c v Marshall, Stevens and Co, and ors app of pit from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew at trial at Manchester June 26 
Eyre v Harper and ors app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial at 
Westminster June 27 
Ashcroft and ors v Knowles and Sone ld app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Cave at trial at Westminster June 27 
Delhi and London Bank ld v Maxwell app of deft from judgt of Baron Pollock 
at trial at Guildhall June 28 
Ship Fanny Bannister v Owners of Ship Fanny app of defts from jadgt of 
Sir R J Phillimore (without — June 28 
Ship Mathilda Bannister y Owners of Ship Mathilda app of deft from judgt of 
Sir R J Phillimore (without Assessors) June 28 
Fredk A Heaven vJ D Pender, trading as Weat India Graving Dock Co (Q B 
fave Side) app of pit from Justices Field and Cave on app from county court 
aly 
Castillain (Chairman of Liverpool and London and Globe Insurance Co, v Preston 
andanr app of plt from jadgt of Mr Justice Chitty om fur con after trial 
July 4 (Lo be continued next week.) , 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List oF CAUSES FOR MICHAELMAS 


Aylwin v Evans act, wits VC Hall 
In re Loddy, Jones v Hill act, wits 
VC Hali 


Sirtines, 1882. Squire v Croker act, wits Fry, J 
The Vice-Chancellor Bacon. In re Salter, Salter v Salter act, wits 
Causes for Trial. ty, J 


Spiller v Paris Skating Rink Co act 





restored 

Smith v N Staffordshire Ry Co act wits 

Mackintosh v Chalmers act 

Causes trans from Mr. Justice 
Chitty, ¥ Order dated 7th of 
February, 1882. 

Charles v Jones m forj 

In re Denoon, Denoon v Denoon act 


senpeee v Webb act 

—— v Lloyd’s Banking Co act, 
Io de a Campkin v Barton act, 
as peedinie v Gaskill act, wits pt 





Transferred from V.C. Hall, Mr. Jus- 
tice Fry, and Mr. Justice Chitty, 
gg to an order dated May 26, 


Martyn v Newburn act Chitty, J 
Davenport v King act and m for j 


Chitty, J 
Kennedy v Marshall act Chitty, J 
Ker v Williams act, wits VO Hall 


Patohett v Hengworth act, wits 
Be en wy © Mall 


Goldemid v Gt Eastern Ry Co act, 


wits 
Shoosmith v Stratton act, wits V C Hall 
Staffarth v Staffarth act, wits V C Hall 
Wallis v Shoolbred act, wits VC Hall 
Norton v Sheffield Waterworks Co act 

and m for j VC Hall 
Mundy v Barrett act, wits VC Hall 
Forman v Galpin act, wits Fry, J 
Turnbull v Woodfin act, wits V C Hall 


Wood v Wood act, wits Fry, J 
Cardo v Hayes act, wits Py, J 
Mullens v Miller act, wits VC Hall 
Edmonds v Hartland act, wits Fry, J 
ee Peron act, wits ; Rai J 
oodhoute v Hargreaves act, wits 
Parker v Pugh aot, wii v rey 
arker v Pug ts 
Aubin v Knight act and m for }, wits 
ry, 
Jenniogs v Mules aot Fry, J 


Gregory v Maze act Fry, J 
Lambert v North-Hastern Ry . act 
ry, 


Set down since last Transfer, 
The Royal Ex Bank, limd v 
Metropolitan Bank, limd act, wits 
Rose v Compton act, wits 
Neck v Moore act, wits 
In re Adams, Adams y Adams m for j 








Joicey v Joicey m for j 
Rogers v Rogers act 
Mutual Life Assurance Society v Paget 
act 
Lowe v Lowe act 
English v Stone act, wits 
Hammond v Lord Ashburton act, wits 
Penfold v Stromeyer act, wits 
Nathan v Nathan act & m for j 
Inre W Gale Blakev Gale act 
Inre J Allison Klinker v Hodge m 
fj 
Nathan v Nathan m fj 
Longbourne v Fisher fc andsmns 
Crush v Cole act 
In re Terrett Gloucester Bkng Co v 
Terrett act, wits 
Rees v King act : 
InreMAGreen Green v Green act 
Moxon v Price f c 
In re Hyslop Copland v Millard fe 
Butcher v Pooler fo 
In re Rodgers Rodgers v Rodgers fo 
Cable vy Marks act 
Faller v Fuller act 
Inre T B Glendenning Beard v Hug- 
gins act and m fj 
In re Sadler Smith v Sadler fc 
In re Heiil Pharoah v Apps fc 
Lane v Wenham act 
_ A ——., f = Netting 
na re Nut utting v c 
Williams v Shoolbred act, wits 
Matthews v Reynolds act 
In re Coulard Olding v Hayden act 
and m f j 
— oo f por 
arty v Morgan ° 
Coote, jun vJadd & Co (QB) act 
Franklen v Liewelya act 
In re Brook Sykes v Brook 2adfc 
Fox v Price fe 
In reNichols Light v Diment fe 
In re T A Mitchell’s Estate Mitche!l v 
v Moberley f c 
Inre J Packer Linev Packer fe 
In re T Armitage Armitage vy Armi- 


tage fc 

In re H Williams Price vy Mathias fc 
Barron v Clarke fo 

In re T Elliott Needham v Biliott fc 


Mr. Justice Frr. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

Bird v Eccles Commrs act 
Price v Torrens act 
Kemp v Bellyse act 
Parkes v Clemson act 
Wright v Davie act 
Scott (Bart) v Padwick act 
Small v Metropolitan Ry Co act 
Eames v Griffith act 
Collette v Pollock act 


Transferred from V.C. Hall by order 
dated Feb. 27, 1882. 
Foster v Gates act 
Andrew v Aitken .act 
Green v Clayton act 
Brewer v Broadwood act 
In re Beaumont Henson v Beaumont 


act 
France v Clarke act 
Attorney-Gen v Acton Local Bd act 
Sherley v Hall act 
Clark vy Evans act 
Smetzer v Charles act 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Chitty by 


order dated Feb. 27, 1882. 
Hughes-Hallet v dian 
Gold & Co act 


Routh v Wallis act 

Taylor v Calverley act & m for j 
Eaton v Hunt act 

Jones v Dade act 

Young v Mucklow act 
Attorney-Gen v Met Ry Co act 


. pod om since last Transfer. - 
are Co-operative Supply 
wane, Ee a 

Vv 
Yetts vy Com act 
Meax v 


claim of W. H sums 
a The Sune Uae FL P. F,. 
Sharp + Wereslie eumns 

arp Vv act 
la re Austin Collins v Peters act 
Young v Wiater act. 





In re Mason Mason v Cattley act 
Barnett v Ach act 


urch 

Inns of Court Hotel Co v Savory act 
Sharp v Vibert act 
In re Potter Rees v Faulkner act 
Nixon v Sheldon Sheldon vy Nixon act 
Sayers v Collier act 
Lyon v Harrison act & m for j 
Greene v Foster act 
Cass v Cribb act 
Beall v Romer act 
Compton vy Preston act 
Vickerman v Longbourne act 
Strickland v Kingwell act 
In re J. Hoperoft v Hoporoft In re R. 

Hoperoft act ; : 
In re Holt, Wilson v Hibbleth waite 


m fj 

Sheldon v Nixon act 

Hardy v. Wilmot act 

United Telephone Co vy Orme and Co 
act 


Ragway v Gary, oak 

f yv act 

iff, &, Ry v Cory act 

Barrett v Blanchard act 

In re Kerrison, Gilder v Kerrison act 
Alarrison v Hartland act and mf j 
Morgan v Scott act (Q B) 
Standard Bank v Billings act 

In re Futcher, Fatcher v Futcher act 
Feseer. ¥ Onsen, Horvane act 
Adye v Lord Wimborne act (Q B) 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses), 

and Further Considerations. 

Bristow v Masefield dem 

Popple v Sylvester dem 

Coney v Tennant fe 

Barial Board of Egremont v Egremont 
Iron Ore Co 

—— Permanent Benefit Bling 
Soc v Younger act 

Knox v Brabmapootra to, lima act 
and m forj 

Stringer v Sneldon m for j 

In re Gardner, Mein vy Gardner f c and 
sums 

In re Welstead, Welstead vy Lees acr 

Seale v Howell actand m for j 


Batters v Tottenham m far 
In re Willoughby- Osborne, Witloughby- 
Osborne for j i 


Sheny Move tae 

ers V c & sums 

In re J White, White v White fc 

In a 5 Eg Strapps v Killick 

m 

In re L Lloyd, Ti v Sparkes sp c 

Inne W Eluort, Bhiott v Seth fe 

In re Jones, Jones v Jones sp c 

In re T Elgar, Jones v Elgar fc 

Thompson v Caldwell fc 

Foden v Oates act 

In re Facy, Ghaster v Dawe fc 

Guthrie v Walrond 2ad fc 

In re J Robson, Whitting v Simon 

m for j 

Hart v Gilbert 2ad fe 

Ames v Taylor f c 

In re Fox, Fox v Lucas ape o 

Norman v Templeman fo 

In re Moore, Moore v Johnson spec 

In re Radcliffe, Radcliffe v Peter fc 
Liadsay 


me W eee v Ayr 
c 
v Allen act 
In re Twigg PluickevQocher farce 
(short) 
v Ellison far com 
Pedrazzoli v Dillagana 


act 
Feversham v Davall m ferj 
Weed + Orr act 


act 
nes oan Blagbrough v Soott m 


} 
Y¥ v Wallingford act 
In re Tronadale vy Hayes fc 
Soria 
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InreC T Latham Weston v Dee sc 

Edwards vy Prior act 

er H Gardner Gardner v Beaumont 
c 


Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses.) 

Parker v Greaves act « 

Schofield v Clegg act 

Roes v Semple act, pt hd 

Semple v Ross act 

National Provincial Bank vy Evans act 
and m fj 

Cathbertson v Palmer act 

Rollings v London Scottish, &c, Bldg 
Scciety act 

Window vy Abbott act 

In re Mutton Mutton v Matton act 

The Rock Portland Cement Co v Wilson 
act & m fj 

Williams v Price act 

ln re Walcott Henderson v Liddell 
act and sums 

Inre Saul Saulv Mills act & m fj 

In re Grantham Grantham v Chitty 
iesue for trial 

Best, Webb & Co v Gilbert act 


‘ Horwood v London Cemetery Co act 


Angus v McLachlan act 

Lambert v Trousdell act 

Elliott v Bidder act 

Coy of Proprs of Norfolk Estuary ¥ 
King’s Lynn Dock Co act 

Hill v Williams act 

Manchester &c Bank v Dalglish act 

Shaw v Peach act 

Esdaile vy Payne act 

Westaway v Hedger act 

Daw v Prowse act 

Ia re Edmonds Edmonds v Riddey 
act 


Bacon v Camphausen act 

C vBirch act 

Trivick v Brill act 

Minnberson v Furnace act 

Inglis y Combe act 

Croft v Prince act 

Crosse v Waller act 

Howe v Stainforth act 

Surrey, &c, Canal v Hawley act 
Austin y Accident Assurance Co, limd 


act 
Shoolbred v Edwards act 
Nicol v Beaumont act 
In re Godfrey, Godfrey v Faulkaer act 
Salkeld v Laidlew act 
In re Newton, Newton v Birkett act 
Newton v Curtis act 
Kaye v Quartz Hill Consold Gold, &c, 
Co act 
Jones v Whittaker act 
Ian re H, Games, Sherman v Kendal 
act 
Collyer v Issacs act 
ae any wh Jenkins act 
Gregory v Richmond act 
Toner v Pedder act 
Rowe v Eburne act and m f j 
General Credit Co v Glegg act 
Sede: + Yours it Kinabighs 
wy of Kensi nm act 
In re Burslem, v Burelem act 
Nearne v Erickson act 
Forrest v Shore act 
Bowness v Archibald act 
Perry v Leresche act 
English v Marray act 
Thomas v Williams act 
Wie ee a (2D 
v Par act 
Whiter v Gill a ) 
Waller vy Wade act 
Bliss v Ricketts act 
Wright v Duffy act (Q.B.) 
Leverett vy Stearn act 


Farther Considerations. 
Graham v Bedford fc & sumns 
Allen v Death 2ndfc 
Rams v Isaacs f c & sumns 
Robertson v Reid fo 
Sellers v Mackey fc & sumns 
In re Cooks Estate Cook v Cook fc 
Inre Palmer Fry vy Palmer fo 
Gilbert vy Whitfield fc 
Asplin v Asplin fc 
Hart v Barnett fo 
In re G Gray Gray v Gray fo 
Thornton v Elgood fc & sumns 
Andrew v Andrew fo 





Fossett v Gunvell fo 

In re Moate Moate v Cooke fo 

In re Dorsett, Foster v Dorsett fc 

In re Shorrock, Shorrock vy Groves fc 

In re Hall, Hall v Hall fc 

Headington v Mortimer fc 

In re Spencer’s Estate, Harmer v 
Spencer fc 

In re Pughe, Owens v Daniell fe 

Frasi v Dando fo and 2 sumns 

In re MoLean, McLean v Heather fc 

In re Courtauld, Courtauld v Causton 
f cand sumns 

Burden vBurden fc 

In re Perkins, Jones v Humphreys f c 

In re Palmer, Crossland v Palmer fo 

In re Cresy, Hind v Cresy fo 

Ashburner v Preston fc and sumns 

Galloway v Galloway fo 

lo re Engelbach, Engelbach v Engel- 
bach fc 


In re Foord, Foord v Caple fc 
In re Lindley, Burtonshaw v Lindley 


fe 

In 1¢ Pughe, London, &, Bank v 
Daniell 2adfc 

Burra v Robinson fc 

In re Clarke, Wisbey v Pain, Clarke v 


P c 
In re J. Richards, Richards v Winter, 


fe 
In re Gibbs, Wood v Gibbs fo 
Duffield v Daffield fo 





Demurrers. 
Moir v Warner demr of deft 
Dixon-Hartland v Hargood demr of deft 
Banbury &c Ry v Great Western Ry Co 
demr of plts to counter claim 





Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
The Republic of Peru v Razo m ford 
In relamb Bailesvy Lamb m forj 
Robinson v Robinson act 
Inre Rawlins Patey v Spencer act 
Greene v Lutsen act 
In re The Milan Tramways Co ld adj 
sumns 
In re Pumfrey Worcester &c Bank v 
Blick act 

Esdaile v Barnett m for j 

Holt v Holt act 

In re Richardson Weston v Richard- 
son adj sumns 

Locke v Steere m for j 

In re Ahloowalia, decd Ahloowalia v 
Meakin (ex pte pit) adj sumns 

Inre Same Samev Same (cx pte dft) 
adj sums 

Crossing v Raymond m for j 

Esdaile vG E & MidlandRyCos mfj 

In re Davis Davis v Hockly act 

Biddulph v Hill m forj 

Esdaile v Barnett act 

In re Wass Marshall vy Mason m fj 

In re The British Guurdian Life Assur- 
ance Co, &o, adjd sums 

Peach v Thompson act 

Brockman v Magorus act aad m fj 

In a Plant v Plant sp oc and 

m 
King v Lucas question of law 
Inre Gooch Eliisv Fowler mfj 
In re J Cumbers Cumbers v Landon 


mfj 

Inre RD Burls EvevBurls spc 

Jones v Gt Kastera Ry Co act 

Nixey v Webb act 

Fawcett v Fawoett m fj 

Inre Green Baldock v Green wm fj 

In 7's wad Perry v Spittle spc and 
mtfj 

Thurston v Hicks act 

Webber v Wedgwood act 

Bettinson v Lamb m fj 

Price v Price act and m fj 

Dance v Francis _m fj 

Rymer v Rymer ast 

Howe v Smith act 

Barnard v Groves m fj 

Grant v Worshipfal Co of Bakers act 

In re Hitchcock, Williams v Williams 


m fj 
Thring v Salter special case 
Follett v Pettman special case & m f j 
= Sang oa we 

er v Gugenheim act 
Wheeley v Price act 
Skinner v Pike act and m f j 
Caswall vy Caswali act 
Mowell v Barnett act 
Torkington vy Ward mfj 





In re F. La Breton’s Estate, Wilson v 
Rusk act 


ac 

Smith v Andrews act 

Bannister v Ashurst act 

Ainsworth v Linaker, Rabone v Lin- 
aker act 

ay | v Manchester, &, Ry Co act 


( 

uswell ¥ Pink act (Q B) 

In re Vyvyan, Whitefield v Vyvyan act 
Lovell v Wallis actand mf j 


Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Inre J B Palmer’s Trade Mark adjd 
sume with wits pt hd 
w, Tufnell & Cov Cutts act 
itwood v Worth act and m f j 
(Nov 4) 
Peacock v Sinclair act (Liverpool) 
Skipworth v Sayle act 
Hoole v Brown act 
Holloway v Cheston act 
Klinker vy Newton act 
Nichols v Nichols act 
Vint v Hudspith (1880—V—046) 
Vint v Huadspith (1880—V—047) 
Lumb v Mackerell act 
In re Eltiot, decd Hardy v Elliot act 
In re Morant, dec] Morant v Manson 


act 

Thomas v Palin act 

London & North-Western Ry Co v 
Keighley act 

Conolan v Leyland act (Liverpool) 

Coates v London Works, limd sums and 
act (cross-exmnu.) by order 

Stevenson v Hooper ad sums with wits 
by order 

Hutchins v Butler motn to be treated 
as trial of act with wits by order 

In re J. Reed pet with wits by order 

In re Defries, decd Nordon v Levy 
act 

In re James Truman’s Est Dawbarn v 
Truman adj sums 

Sheppard v Hovell adj sums 

In re Hy sores Estate Taylor v 
Taylor (Hodgson’s claim) adj sumns 

Bowen v Weichel act 

Bennock v Bartlett mtn by liqdtr for 
gc by manager who claims set- 


0 

McAndrew v Indian Mammoth Gold 
Mines ld act 

Oldrieve v Knowles adj sumns with 
wits by order 

In re Rowe’s Trade Mark ‘ Oroide” 
motn by Taylor & Co to rectify 
register with wits by order 

Davies v Chisholm act 

Wilson v Globe Accident Insurance Co 


act 
Mayor, &o, of Norwich v Browne act 
De Zuccato v Fairholme act ; 
In re Maddever, decd Three Towns 
Banking Cold v Maddever act 
Owen v Emery (1882—O—110) act 
Owen v Emery (\882—O—I111) act 
Backhouse v Alcock act 
Bell v Bell act 
Chatterley v Nicholls act 
Tomkins v Whale act 
Sumburg Mining Co v Hamilton act & 
sumns (transferred from Q B Division) 
Roberts v Trythall act 
In re Brock, decd Denham v Swale 


act 

Corbett v Plowden act 

Pagh v Williams 

Palmer v Mackenzie act 

Speak v Caulton act 

Mapleson v Hutchinson act 

Barrow v Nicholson act 

Jean Luie v Lewis act 

Badische Anilin & Soda Fabrik v Levin- 
stein act 

Ermine, MPa a 
am v 

Goodman v Batty act 

In re Mitchell, deod Taylor v Harrison 


act 
Davis v Hoyle act 
Knell vy Walker act 
Biriskland v Symonds sot 
tr v 
Taylor v Thompson act 
Thompson v Hooke act 
Hart vy Hobbs act 
Roots v Snelling act 
Harvey v The Municipal Permanent 
Benefit Building Sec act 





Mackenzie v Mackenzie act 

Horsfa)l v Huddersfield Banking Co act 

In re Musgrave, decd Musgrave v 
Sandeman act 

In re Brookes, decd Hubbard v Crump 


act 

In re Oldfield Road Loan Society & Co’s 
Acts adj sumns with wits by order 

Berridge v Peace act 

In re Corfield; decd Smyth v Brisco 
act & m for j 

Barrell v Northcote act 

Brake v Allen act 

Pearson v Woodburne act 

Minns v Bidder act & m for j 

Mayott v Woollings aot 

In re Cooper, decd Briscoe v Davison 


act 
In re Adams, decd Adams v Adams 
act 


Clever v Howe counter-claim 
Theobald v Elwyn act 

Cole v Hasler act 

In re Fox, decd Hallatt v Ellis act 
Cope v Payne act 

Mills y Hardwick act 

Kendrick v Roberts act 

Brunker v Forrester act 

Ramskill v Edwards act 

Penley v Anstruther act 

Payne v Payne act 

Green v Humphreys act 

Elliott v Spickett act 

Hay'and v Lewis act 

Evans v Griffith act 

Wyllie v Downiog act 

Eepir v Mainwaring act 

Bernstein v William act 

In re Tippett (decd), Tippet v Glover 


act . 
Hamilton v Univ Life Assce Soc act 
Hotson v Slipper act 
Cresswell v Clark act 
Sculthorpe v Sculthorpe act 
Smith v Hurst act 
In re Pugh (decd), Williams v Pugh 


act 
Ingram v Shackell act 
ES ears v May act 
Hall v Bovey act 
Clarke v Barrett act 
Condon v Volium act 
Walker v Buller act 
Barsett v White act 
Bristow v Dickioson act (Q B 
Goldechmidt v Oddy act (Q B) 
Backhouse v Robson act 


Farther Considerations. 
In re Wm Kerfoot, decd Kerfoot v 
Kerfoot fc 
Durant v Harrison fo 
In re Holt, decd Wainwright v Walke r 


fe 

Stubbs v Jones fc (Liverpool) 
Cross v Verdin fo ‘ne 

Vaughan v Crane fc 

In re Alice Hollier, deci Coles v 
Wheeler fc adjd from chambers 


(shor‘) » 
Les v Monk fc (short) 
In re Gant, decd Buxton v Gant fc 


(short) 
Hammersley v Hammersley 3rd f o 


(short) 
mp Knowles, decd Baker v Knowles 
c 


Harrison v Rhodes fc 
Wilson v Kendrick fo 
In re Pulford, decd Pulford v Palford 


fo 

In re oma i Bart, decd Vennin g v 
Slatten fo 

In re Fowler, deod Hinxman v Pinck - 
ney fe 

Gay v Theobald fo 

In re Macrae Moir, decd Bryett v 
Moir fe 

Weld v Knight fc 

Weld v Wi fc 

a Thomas, decd Thomas v Thomas 

r) 


- 


Wilson v Polkinghorne demr to claim 
vitro c 
In re » deod Cowley v 
Denne demr to claim 
Pearson v Seligman demr to claim 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
In re Cwm and Maesuant Lead 
Co, limd adj sumns 





act 


mp 


o’s 
ler 


$00 


on 
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Sharp v Wright a*j suwns In re Mercer, decd Banyard v Lak®| Marks Act (Ibbotson’s Opposition— ; Transferred from Sir C. Hall, Mr. Justice 
Burkinshaw v Tall adj sumus m fj expte the Co) adj sums Fry, and Mr. Jusiics Ma by order 
In re George Unwin’s Appin and Trade | Clayton v Day act In re The Gt tern Glaciarum Co, ld dated May 25, 1882 


Marks Registration Acta adj sumns 

In re Peers Williams, * decd, Earl of 
Eglioton v Williams act 

In re Liverpool and London Guarantee 
and Accident Insurance Co (Owen’s 
case) adj sumns 

In re Southport & West Lancashire 
Banking Co 1d (Matheson’s case) a4j 
sums 


De Caux v Buck act 
In re Beecroft, decd Harper v Tait sp c 
In re Davis & Morgan, Solicitera adj 


sumns 

Davis v Harford spc & m for j 

In re Alnutt, decd Pott v Brassey sp 
c & m fer j 

Ia re Sutton Park Crystal Palace Co 1d 
adj sums 

In re The Stourforth Lane Colliery Co 
(Underhill’s case) adj sums 

In re The South Essex Equitable Invest- 
— & AdvanceCo adj sums & mtn 
pt 

In re F. Burrow, a Solicitor adj sums 

Taylor v Williams adj sums 

In re Hull District Bank (Tooze’s case) 


adj sums 
In re Dronfield Silkstone Coal Co (2) 


so fo yey 

Hoy vLewin epe 

In re The Pheonix Chemical Society 
(Gilbert’s case) adj sums 

Parocell v Purcell ‘reffry v Treffry 
Trinder v Kendal adj sums 

Gray v Kenworthy spc & m for j 

In re Sumburgh Mining Co (Oliver’s 
case) adj sums 

Hanmar v Kenyon spc 

Cardigan v Curzon-Howe adj sums 

Wright v Electric Power Co adj sums 

In re Hills, deod Hills vy Grove spc 

In re Rooke, decd Birmiogham Con- 
gregational Bldg Society v Beddoes 
sp c & m for j 

Coward v Caro adj sums 

Bayley v Gt Western Ry Co spo 

Alieyne v Alleyne spc 

In re Deptford Creek Bridge Co & 
Bevan’s Contract adj sums 

In re Coburn & Young adj sums 

In re Sumburgh Mining Co & Co’s Acta 
adj sums 

In re Equitable Marine Insurance Co li 
(King’s case) adj sums 

In re Jackson, deed Jackson v Jackson 


act 
In re Lart, decd Blades vy Belzer act 
Thomas v Viner act 
Viner v Thomas act 
Se Banking Co v Davies 
m 


In re Sretton, decd Walton v Nutt act 

Attorney-General v Corporation of 
Dartmouth act 

In re Northern Counties of England 
Fire Ineurance Co (Gilliat’s Case) 


adjd sumne 

Ia re Lager Brewery, limd (Schroder’s 
claim) adjd sumns 

In re Great Kastern Glaciarium Co, limd 
(Tanner’s case) adjd sumns 

In re Brown’s Estate Pothecary v 
Little (Power & ors claim) adj sumns 

In re M A B Wilkinson, decd Wilkin- 
son v Wilkinson adjd sumns 

Io re H N Pym, a Solicitor adjd sumns 

In re Hick’s Estate Gervis v Cooper 


adjd sumns 
In re Hulkee, decd, Howell v Hulkes 


act 

Castell v Hutchinson act 

Dake of Weilington v Brand act 

Dent v Dent act 

In re T W Edwards’s Estate Harding 
v Scott adjd sumns 

In re Artistic Colour Printing Co ld 
(Chappell’s case) acj sumns 

In re Smith, Knight, & Co, ld adj sums 

Syersv Blenkarn act 

Vue v Raleigh adj sumns 

W: v Duguid spo&mfj 

In re North-Kastern Indu Perma- 
nent Building Society & Scbjott and 
V&P Act adj sumnus 

Farnell v Farnelt adj sumns 

Musgrove v Turner act 

Inre Arton, decd Arton v Burt m fj 

In re Newton, decd Dunn v Dann spo 

Todd v Cracknell m fj 





Carter v Hine adj sumns 
Conybeare v Lewis adj sumns 
In re Thomas, decd Watkias v Marsh 


act 

In re Queenborough Chemical Society 
adj sumns 

Stevens v Mid Hants Ry Co adj sumns 

Parry v Noble act 

Gosnell vy Hayman Hayman v Gosnell 
act 

Gray v Lucas adjd sumns 

Ia re Lord Fensington’s Estate Bacon 
v Ford adjd sumns 

In re Childer’s Estate Wilkinson v 
Richardson adjd sumns 

4 v Metropclitan Board of Works 


ac 

Sedgwick v Thomas act 

Ashbury Ry Co, lind v The San Paolo 
Brezilian Ry Co, limd ast 

Io » Blackwell (decd), Hansell v Legge 
ac 

Chaytor v Straubenzee spacial case 

In re Hanhart and Gillman adj sumns 

In re Angove, a Solicitor 

In re Lines and Prudential Assnce Co, 
limd, and V and P Act adj sumns 

In re J. H. Bell, decd (Parker’s claim) 
Lave v Bell adjd sumns 

Huyshe v Lord Scaradale special case 
and m fj 

Dahne v Lovegrove special case 

Prichard v Harper special case and m f j 

Mitchell v Walker act 

Taylor v Kirby act ; 
In re The Mercantile Mutaal Marine 
Insurance Assocn, limd adj sums 
= Fielden, decd Fielden v Little m 
or j 

Foster v Elsley adj sumns 

Fletcher v Haawen sc & m for j 

In re Thorley, decd Davison v McFar- 
lane act 

Powerscourt to Army and Navy Co- 
operative Society and V & P Act adj 


sumns 

In re Wrey’s Estate Sargeant v Smith 
Weld v Weld Weld v Knight adj 

Passe Egert t 
gerton v Egertun ac’ 

Chappell v Artistic Colour Printing Co 
Id act (short) 

Dampier vInman m for j 

Owen v Warner act 

Wicksteed v Biggs act 

In re Henry Smith’s Estate Smith v 
France adj sumns 

Inie Henry Byng, decd Ede v Byng 
8¢ 


Ottley vIrvine act & m for j 
Young v Middleton act 


Greenwood v Burgess m for j 
In re Harding,decd Harding v Dickin- 
son m for j 


In re Burnett, decd Burnett v Footner 


sc 

In re Northern Counties Bank 1d (Dar- 
nell’s case) adj sumns 

In re Jobn Davies, a Solicitor adj sumns 

Sharman v Stead act (Sheffielc) 

In re Hinchliffe, de Hinchliffe v 
Hinchlitfe sc & m forj 

In re Storforth Lane Colliery Co Id 
(Whatley’s case) adj samnus 

In re Dermer, decd Butt v Anthony act 

In re George Clarke, decd Davies v 
Clarke act 

Oulton v Whittaker m for j 

In re Sophia Phillip’s Estate Jacobs v 
Wake adj sumns 

In re Oak Pitts Colliery Co ld (ex pte 
Lloyd) adj sumns 

In re Anna pa pci Estate Higgs v 
Spurgeon adj samns 

In re Northern Counties Bank Id 
(Hutchinson’s case) adj sumns 

In re Joseph Wright & Co (claims) adj 
suis 

In re Ruthy, decd Ruthy v Ruthy act 

Pawsey v Armstrong a1j sums 

In re H A Revell’s Kstate (claim of Low 
and anr) adj sums 

Taylor v Morten act 

In re W Peareon’s Estate Foster v 
Pearson adj sums 

Peruvian Guano Cov Raw adj sums 

In re Ss » decd London & County 
Banking Cov Terry act 

In ro Patent Nut and Bolt Co & Trade 





(Tanuer’s case) aij sums 

In re Nation, decd Nation v Hamilton 
act 

Alwen v Graham act 

In re Cook, decd Cook v Cook act 

In re The Hoxton Estate Charity adj 


sums 

In re The Fire Insurance Corporation ld 
(expte Freeman) adj sums 

Boardman v Boardman act 

Dixon v Warriner m [fj (short) 

In re Midland Land and Investment 
Corporation Id (claim of Commars of 
Sewers) adj sums 

Moorhouse v Woolf adj sums 

In re Walker's Estate Walker v 
Walker adj sums 

Blanshard v Hyde adj sums 

Bailey y Aldis act 

Wilkinson v Squire art 

Jones v Smith act 

In re Newman, decd Newman v Jaques 
act 


Stone v Robinson m fj 

Smart v Cowley mf j 

Morgan v Games act 

In re Noble Noble v Noble m f j 
(short) 

Tooke v Rintoul act and m f j 

Traheroe v Phi'lips m fj (short) 

Borrodell vy Brownlee m f j (short) 

Foley v Brookman m fj (short) 

In re Hopkins’s Es'ate Hopkins v 
Clutton aj sumus 

Gurney v Margetts m for j 

Parker v Sibley act 

aces Waterworks v Bingham act 

In re Jno Graves adj sums 

Pringle v Pierce act 

Weld v Spearman act 

St John’s, Clerkenwell v Stradling act 

We:thead v Riley m forj (short) 

Kensit v Great Eastern Ry Co act 

Ia re Cooper, decd Coates v Key act 
& m for j 

In re Bowyer, decd Biddulph v Astorg 


8c 

Blyth v Guinness, Mahon & Co act 

In re Lie, deci Loe v Loa act 

In re Smith, decd Cam.bell v Smith act 

Birch v Mather act 

Fenwick v McLaughlin m for j 

In re Stratford, decd Malcolm v Sirat- 
ford sc 

Barlow v Daw act 

Hills v Robinson m for j (short) 


Mr. Justice PEARSON. - 
Causes for Trial (with witaesses), 
In re Sharpe Sharpe v Sharpe act 
Benham v Irvine act 
Rogerson v Young act 
Lindeay v Graham act 
Macdonald v Patterson act 


Transferred from Mr. Jastice Chitty, 
by order dated Feb. 27, 1882. 
In reC S Cowper Souchon v Cowper 


act 
Plumptre v Blaxland act 


‘King v Ashwin act 


In re Bramwell Booth v Brooke act 
Yeomans v Martin aot 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Chitty, 
by order dated April 8, 1882. 

Heach v Prichard act 

Credit Co ld v Heath act wits 

Ward v Ward act wits 

Cox v Riley act wits 

North British Ry Co v Charlton act witz 

Clarke v Yorke act wits pt hd 

Pledger v Seabrook act wits 

Charlton v North British Ry Co act wits 

Tibbs v Blaiterg act wits 

Danball v Bread Street & Workshops 
Cold acts wits 








(With witnesses). 

Moody v Phipps act Chitty, J 
Gardner v Whiteley act pt hd Chitty, J 
WarevL B& SC Ry Co act Chit:y, J 
Davison v Anderson act ar J 
Wills v Pickering act VC Hall 
Altona v Yorksaire Advance Bank act 

Vc Hall 


act Chitty, J (not before Nov 13) 
Essex v Harris act VC Hall 
Perkin v Scott act VC Hall 
Dodd v Brown act VC Hall 


Mogford y Courtenay act Fry, J 
In re Abbott Graham v SS 


Essex v Appleton act 
In re Patterson Patterson v Sheple 
act Fry, 
Young v Wood act Fry, J 
Oldham v Hayward’s Heath Local Ba 


act Vv 
Reid v Mogford act V C Hall 
Hatbersall v Wilkinson act Fry, J 
Robinson v Hull, Barnsley, &o, 


A Ry act 
ry, J 
Over v Bates act Fry, J 
Dixon vy Wood act ve 
Dovener v Proctor act restd 
Rassell v Army & Navy, &3, Supply ld 
t 


ac ry, 3 
Packle v Langton act Chitty, J 
‘Turaer v Jackson act F ay J 

) 


nes Co v Vaughan Bros 


act rest 
Winby v Cardiff Distict &¢ Tramways 
Cold act VC Hall 
Bennett v Gas Light & Coke Co of 
London act Chi 
rary nce Coffee Co ld 
rivick v ee Co act 
VC Hall 


Wye Ry Cov Hawes act VC Hall 
Morgans v Morgans act Fry, J 
Bateman v Taylor act Fry, J 
Hodge v Milner act Fry, J 
Auvergne Bituminous Rock & Co v 


Churchward act Fry, J 
In re Ellis Collins v Ellis act Fry, J 
Dell v Pinto-Laite act Fry, J 
Waterford v Hill act Fry, J 
Smith v Watson act Fry, J 
Cox v Elliott act Fry, J 
Candy v Reddaway act Fry, J 
Arden v Knaggs act ry, J 
Smith v Hamiiton act ry, J 
Boswell v Coaks act Fy, J 
Kottgen v Jahncke act Fry, J 
Ormes v Bateman act Fry, J 


Trehearne v Colman act Chitty, J 
Fox v Rothwell actand m fj Chitty, J 
In re Manning, decd Pardue v Stone 

act Chitty, 4 


Ross v Gutteridge act Chitty, 
Eadie v Addison act Caitty, J 
Boynton v Green act Chitty, J 


In re Harcourt, deod Danby v Tucker 

act Chitty, J 
Butcher v Frith act Chitty, J 
Dodds v Dodds act Chitty, J 
Beazley v Soares act Caitty, J 
Bainton v Dalton act Chitty, J 
In re Canuce, decd Canuce v Rigby 


act Chitty, 
Walter v Williams act Chitty, J 
Holaner v Lamb act Chitty, J 
Nicholson v Smith act Chitty, J 
Hodge v Pollard act Chitty, J 


Scholfield v Spooner act and m f j 
Chi 3 


Dodd v Midland Ry Co act Chitty, J 
Goodbody v West Cork eal a 


N.B.—The above list contains causes 
set down to Wednesday, October 25th 
inclusive. 








The cause of jadicial reform in Ezypt, says the Times Cairo correspondent, 
has lost one of its ablest and warmest advocates in Mr. Justice Scott, who, 


to the regret of his colleagues and the entire community, has 
well visit to the country which owes so much to bis influence. 


id his fare- 
he Khedive 


in receiviog bim thanked him warmly for his services a8 an impartial judge, 
and bestowed with bis own hands the order of the Osmanieh, so that he may 


not forget Egypt. 
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InreC T Latham Weston v Dee 8c 

Edwards vy Prior act 

2 H Gardner Gardner v Beaumont 
c 


Mr. Jastice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses.) 
Parker v Greaves act - 
Schofield v Clegg act 
Roes v Semple act, pt hd 
Semple v Ross act 
National Provincial Bank v Evans 
and m fj 

Cathbertscn v Palmer 

Rollings v London Seottish, &o, Bldg 
Society act 

Window v Abbott act 

In re Mutton Mutton v Matton act 

The Rock Portland Cement Co v Wilson 
act & m fj 

Williams v Price act 

In re Walcott Henderson v Liddell 
act and sums 

In re Saul Saul v Mills act & m fj 

In re Grantham Grantham v Chitty 
iesue for trial 

Best, Webb & Co v Gilbert act 

’ Horwood v London Pee Co act 

Angus v McLachlan act 

Lambert v Trousdell act 

Elliott v Bidder act 

Coy of Proprs of Norfolk Estuary ¥ 
King’s Lynn Dock Co act 

Hill v Williams act 

Manchester &c Bank v Dalglish act 

Shaw v Peach act 

Eedaile v Payne act 

‘Westaway v Hedg:r act 

Daw v Prowse act 

In re Edmonds Edmonds v Riddey 


act 
Bacon v Camphausen act 
v Birch act 
Trivick v Brill_act 


act 


Crosse v Waller act 

Howe v Stainforth act 

Surrey, &c, Canal vy Hawley act 
—" Accident Assurance Co, limd 


Shoolbred v Edwards act 

Nicol vy Beaumont act 

In re Godfrey, Godfrey v Faulkaer act 

Salkeld v Laidlew act 

In re Newton, Newton v Birkett act 

Newton v Curtis act 

Kaye v Quartz Hill Consold Gold, &c, 
Co azt 

Jones v Whittaker act 

Ia re H,. Games, Sherman v Kendal 
act 

Collyer io - 

Lingard-Mo7zk v Jenkins act 

Richmond act 


Gregory v 
Toner v Pedder act 


General Credit Co v Glegg act 

ae eg “¥ Kensington act 
wv Vestry of 

In re Burslem, Green v Burelem act 

Nearne v Erickson act 

Forrest v Shore act 

Bowness v Archibald act 


English vy Murray act 
Themes ¥ Williams act 
Elliott v 





Be 
A 
[ 


eur 
if 


a 
i 





Fossett v Gunvell fo 

In re Moate Moate v Cooke fc 

In re Dorsett, Foster v Dorsett fc 

In re Shorrock, Shorrock vy Groves fc 

In re Hall, Hall v Hall fe 

Headington v Mortimer fc 

In re Spencer’s Estate, 
Spencer fo 

In re Pughe, Owens v Daniell fe 

Frasi v Dando fo and 2 sumns 

In re MoLeav, MoLean v Heather fc 

In re Courtauld, Courtauld v Causton 
f cand sumns 

Burden vBurden fc 

In re Perkins, Jones v Humphreys f c 

Ia re Palmer, Crossland v Palmer fo 

In re Cresy, Hind v Cresy fc 

Ashburner v Preston fc and sumns 

Galloway v Galloway fo 

lo ay Engelbach, Engelbach v Ergel- 


Harmer v 


In re Found, Foord v Caple fe 
In re Lindley, Burtonshaw v Lindley 


fe 

In 1¢ Pughe, Lond &>, Bank v 
a tc 

Burra v Robinson fc 

In re _— Wisbey v Pain, Clarke v 


Pain, 
ner J. * Richards, Richards v Winter, 


In re Gibbs, Wood v Gibbs fc 
Duffield v Duffield fe 


Demurrers. 
Moir v Warner demr of deft 
Dixon-Hartland v Hargood demr of deft 
Banbury &c Ry v Great Western Ry Co 
demr of plts to counter claim 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
The Republic of Peru v Razo m ford 
Inrelamb Bailesy Lamb m forj 
Robinson v Robinson act 
Inre Rawlins Patey v Spencer act 
Greene v Lutsen act 
In re The Milan Tramways Co ld adj 


sumns 

In re Pumfrey Worcester &c Bank v 
Blick act 

Esdaile v Barnett m for j 

Holt v Holt act 

In re Richardson Weston v Richard- 
son adj sumns 

Locke v Steere m for j 

In re Abloowalia, decd Ahloowalia v 
Meakin (ex oe pit) adj sumns 

Inre Same Samev Same (cx pte dft) 

C: nt Raymond fi 
rossing v Raymond m for j 

Esdaile v G Er & MidlandRyCos mfj 

In re Davis Davis v Hockly act 

—— v Hill m forj 
Esdaile v Barnett act 

In re Wass Marshall v Mason m fj 

In re The British Gaurdian Life Asszur- 
ance Co, &o, adjd sums 

Peach v Thompson act 

Brockman vy Magorus act aad m fj 

In — Plant v Plant sp c and 
m 

King v Lucas question of law 

In re Gooch Eliisvy Fowler mfj 

Tn ~ ; Cumbers Cumbers vy Landon 
mf 

In re z D Burls EvevBurls spc 

Jones v Gt Eastera Ry Co act 

Nixey v Webb act 

Fawcett v Fawcett m fj 

Inre Green Baldock v Green m fj 

—9 Perry v Spittle spc int 
mij 

Thurston v Hicks 

Webber v Wedgwood act 

Bettinson v Lamb m fj 

Price v Price act — m fj 

Dance v Francis m fj 

Rymer v Rymer ast 

Howe v Smith act 

Barnard v Groves m fj 

Grant v Worshipfal Co af Bakers act 

In re 3 Hitchcock, Williams v Williams 
m 








Thring v Salter special case 

ae ged caer case & m fj 
Itter v Burns - — . 
aches Price 

Skinner v Pike eid nt 
Caswall v Caswali act 





In re F. La Breton’s Estate, Wilson v 
Rusk act 

Smith v Andrews act 

Bannister v Ashurst act 

Ainsworth v Linaker, Rabone v Lin- 
aker act 

ae v Manchester, &, Ry Co act 


peng v Pink act (Q B) 
In re Mpeg Whitefield v Vyvyan act 
Lovell vy Wallis actand mf j 


Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Inre J B Palmer’s Trade Mark adjd 
sume with wits pt hd 
S w, Tufnell & Co v Cutts act 
itwood v Worth act and m f j 
(Nov 4) 
Peacock v Sinclair act (Liverpool) 
Skipworth v Sayle act 
Hoole v Brown act 
Holloway v Cheston act 
Klinker vy Newton act 
Nichols v Nichols act 
Vint v Hudspith (1880—V—046) 
Vint v Hudspith ‘o~ vais 
Lumb v Mackerell 
In re Eltiot, decd Hardy v Elliot act 
< 4 Morant, deci Morant v Manson 


ieee v Palin act 

London & North-Western Ry Co v 
Keighley act 

Conolan v “Leyland. act (Liverpool) 

Coates v London Works, limd sums and 
act (cross-exmnu.) by order 

‘oe vHooper ad sums with wits 


Huwshine v Butler motn to be treated 
as trial of act with wits by order 

In re J. Reed pet with wits by order 

In re Defries, decd Nordon v Levy 
act 

In re James Truman’s Est Dawbarn v 
Truman adj sums 

Sheppard v —— adj sums 

In re Hy T ogier's Estate Taylor v 
Taylor ‘lodge odgon’e claim) adj sumns 

Bowen v 

Bennock v Bortiott ei by liqdtr for 
ce by manager who claims set- 


McAndrew v yearn Mammoth Gold 
Mines ld 

Citar v | Ae adj sumnos with 
wits by order 

In re Rew's Trade Mark ‘ Oroide” 
motn by Taylor & Co to rectify 
register with wits by order 

Davies v Chisholm act 

— v Globe Accident Insurance Co 


Mayor, &c, of Norwich v Browne act 

De Zuccato v Fairholme act 

In re Maddever, decd Three Towns 
Banking Co ld v Maddever act 

Owen v Emery (1882—O—110) act 
Owen v Emery (1882—O—111) act 

Backhouse v Alcock act 

Bell v Bell act 

Chatterley v Nicholls act 

Tomkins v Whale act 

Sumburg Mining Co v Hamilton act & 
sumns (transferred from Q B Division) 

Roberts v ge vol act 

eee re Brock, decd Denham v Swale 


Oates v Plowden act 

Pagh v Williams 

Palmer v Mackenzie act 

Speak v Caulton act 

Mapleson v Hutchinson act 

Barrow v Nicholson act 

Jean Luie v Lewis act 

Badische Anilin & Soda Fabrik v Levin- 


act 
im Mitchell, deod Taylor v Harrison 


Davis v Hoyle act 
Knell v Walker act 


Roots v Snelling act 
Harvey v The Municipal Permanent 
Bensit Building Soe aot 





Mackenzie v Mackenzie act 

Horsfa)l v Huddersfield Banking Co act 

In re Musgenve, decd Musgrave v 
Sandeman 

ue - Brookes, dood Hubbard v Crump 


ion “ Oldfield Road Loan Society & Co’s 
Acts adj pene —_ wits by order 

Berriiga.y © 

In re = yy Smyth v Brisco 
act & m for j 

Barrell v Northcote act 

Brake v Allen act 

Pearson v Woodburne act 

Minns v Bidder act & m for j 

Mayott v Woollings aot 

” ne Cooper, decd Briscoe v Davison 


ny . Adams, deod Adams v Adams 


Clever v Howe counter-claim 
Theobald v Elwyn act 

Cole v Hasler act 

In re Fox, deod Fi aaa v Ellis act 
= od Payne ac 

Mills 7 Hardwick act 

Kendrick v Roberts act 

Brunker v Forrester act 
Ramskill v Edwards act 

Penley v Anstruther act 

Payne v Payne act 

Green'v Humphreys act 

Elliott v Spickett act 

Hay'and v Lewis act 

Evans v Griffith act 

Wyllie v Downiag act 

Eepir v Mainwaring po 

Bernstein v William 

~s re Tippett (decd), Tippet v Glover 


Hpnition v Univ Life Assce Soc act 
Hotaon v Slipper act 
Cresswell v Clark act 

Sculthorpe v Sculthorpe act 

Smith v Hurst act 

— “4 Pugh (decd), Williams v Pagh 


Ingram v Shackell act 
a v May act 
v Bovey act 
Clarke v Barrett act 
Condon v Vollum act 
Walker v Buller act 
Barsett v White act 
Bristow v Dickioson act 28) 
Goldechmidt v Aen - (QB) 
use V Ro 


Farther Considerations. 
In re Wm Kerfoot, decd Kerfoot v 
Kerfoot fc 
Durant v Harrison fc 
In re Holt, decd Wainwright v Walke r 


fo 

Stubbs v Jones fo (Liver 

Cross vy Verdin fc (short et 

Vaughan v Crane fc 

In re Alice Hollier, deci Coles v 
Wheeler f o adjd from chambers 


(shor®) - 
Les v Monk fc (short) 
In re Gant, decd Buxton v Gant fc 


(short) 
— v Hammersley 3rd fo 
ae Knowles, decd Baker v Knowles 


Harrison v Rhodes fo 
Wilson v Kendrick fo 
In re Palford, decd Pulford v Palford 


fo 
ae a decd Vennin gv 

Slatten * ° 
Sage Renton dont Hioxman v Piack - 


Gay’, Theobsla fo 
Inte Macrae Moir, decd Bryett v 


Moir 

Weld v Ke ht fc 

Weld v W fe 

sa” heey sense Pea Thomas v Thomas 
t) 


Demurrers. 
demr to claim 


Coupes fet Sedat (ontneas Sines). 
In re Cwm and Maesuant Lead 
Mining Co, limd adj sumns 








sot 


op 


"8 
er 
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Sharp v Wright a*j suwns 

Burkinshaw v Tall adj sumos 

In re George Unwin’s Appin and Trade 
Marks Registration Acts adj sumns 

In re Peers Williams, ‘decd, Earl of 
Eglioton v Williams act 

In re Liverpool and London Guarantee 
and Accident Insurance Co (Owen’s 
case) adj sumne 

In re Southport & West Lancashire 
Banking Co 1d (Matheson’s case) aij 
sums 

De Caux v Buck act 

In re Beecroft, decd Harper v Tait sp c 

In re Davis & Morgan, Solicitra adj 


sumns 

Davis v Harford spo & m for j 

In re Alnutt, decd Pott v Brassey sp 
c& m ferj 

In re Sutton Park Crystal Palace Co ld 
adj sums 

In re The Stourforth Lane Colliery Co 
(Underhill’s case) a4j sums 

In re The South Essex Equitable Invest- 
ry & AdvanceCo adj sums & mtn 
pt 

In re F. Burrow, a Solicitor adj sums 

Taylor v Williams adj sums 

In re Hull District Bank (Tooze’s case) 
adj eums 

Inre Dronfield Silkstone Coal Co (2) 

sums 

Hoyland v Lewin spc 

In re The Phoonix Chemical Society 
(Gilbert's case) adj sume 

Parcell v Purcell ‘reffry v Treffcy 
Trinder v Kendal adj sums 

Gray v Kenworthy spo & m for j 

In re Sumburgh Mining Co (Oliver’s 
case) adj sums 

Hanmer v Kenyon spc 

Cardigan v Carzon-Howe adj sums 

Wright v Electric Power Co adj sums 

In re Hills, decd Hills vy Grove spc 

In re Rooke, decd Birmiogham Con- 
gregational Bldg Society v Beddoes 
sp c & m for j 

Coward v Caro adj sums 

Bayley v Gt Western Ry Co spo 

Alleyne v Alleyne spc 

In re Deptford Creek Bridge Co & 
Bevan’s Contract adj sums 

In re Coburn & Young adj sums 

In re Sumburgh Mining Co & Co’s Acta 
adj sums 

In re Equitable Marine Insurance Co 1d 
(King’s case) adj sums 

In re Jackson, deed Jackson v Jackson 
act 

In re Lart, decd Blades v Befzer act 

Thomas v Viner act 

Viner v Thomas act 

Glamorganshire Banking Co v Davies 


™m 
In re Yatton, decd Walton v Nutt act 
Attorney-General v Corporation of 


Dartmouth act 

In re Northern Counties of England 
Fire Insurance Co (Gilliat’s Case) 
adjd sumne 

In re Lager Brewery, limd (Schroder’s 
claim) adjd sumns 

In re Great Kastern Glaciarium Co, limd 
(Tanner’s case) adjd sumns 

In re Brown’s Estute Pothecary v 
Little (Power & ors claim) adj sumns 

In reM A B Wilkinson, decd Wilkin- 
son v Wilkinson adjd sumns 

In re HH N Pyn, a Solicitor adjd eumns 

In re Hick’s Estate Gervis v Cooper 
adjd sumns 

In re Hulkee, decd, Howell v Hulkes 


act 

Castell v Hutchinson act 

Dake of Weilington v Brand act 

Dent v Dent act 

In re T W Edwarde’s Estate Harding 
v Scott adjd sumns 

In re Artistic Colour Printing Co ld 
(Chappell’s case) adj sumns 

In re Swith, Knight, & Co, ld adj sums 

Syersv Blenkarn act ; 

Viuev Raleigh adj sumns 

Wilson v Duguid spo &m fi ; 

In re North-Kastern Industrial Perma- 
nent Building Society & Schjott and 
V&P Act adj sumns 

Farnell v Farnelt adj sumns 

Musgrove v Turner act 

Inre Arton, decd Arton v Burt m fj 

In‘re Newton, decd Dunn v Dann spo 

Todd v Cracknell m fj 





Io * Mercer, decd Banyard v Lak® 
m 


J 
Clayton v Day act 
Carter v Hine adj sumns 
Conybeare v Lewis adj sumns 
In re Thomas, decd Watkias v Marsh 


act 

In re Queenborough Chemical Society 
adj sumns 

Stevens v Mid Hants Ry Co adj sumns 

Parry v Noble act 

Gosnell vy Hayman Hayman v Gosnell 
act 

Gray v Lucas adjd sumns 

Ia re Lord Fensington’s Estate Bacon 
v Ford adjd sumns 

In re Childer’s Estate Wilkinson v 
Richardson adjd sumns 

Cooper v Metropclitan Board of Works 

t 


ac 
Sedgwick v Thomas act 
Ashbury Ry Co, limd v The San Paolo 
Brezilian Ry Co, limd act 
In re Blackwell (decd), Hansell v Legge 
ct 


a 

Chaytor v Straubenzee spacial case 

In re Hanhart and Gillman adj sumns 

In re Angove, a Solicitor 

In re Lines and Prudential Assnce Co, 
limd, and V and P Act adj sumns 

In re J. H. Bell, decd (Parker’s claim) 
Lave v Bell adjd sumns 

Huyshe v Lord Scarsdale special case 
and m fj 

Dahne v Lovegrove special case 

Prichard v Harper special case and m f j 

Mitchell v Walker act 

Taylor v Kirby act . 

In re The Mercantile Mutual Marine 
Insurance Assocn, limd adj sums 

In re Fielden, decd Fielden v Little m 


for j 

Foster v Elsley adj sumns 

Fletcher v Haawen sc & m for j 

In re Thorley, decd Davison v McFar- 
lane act 

Powerscourt to Army and Navy Co- 
operative Society and V & P Act adj 


sumns 

In re Wrey’s Estate Sargeant v Smith 
Weld v Weld Weld v Knight adj 
sumn 

Egerton v Egert.n act 

Chappell v Artistic Colour Printing Co 
1d act (short) 

Dampier vInman m for j 

Owen v Warner act 

Wicksteed v Biggs act 

In re Henry Smith’s Estate Smith v 
France adj sumns 

In ie Henry Byng, decd Ede v Byng 
80 


Ottley v Irvine act & m for j 
Young v Middleton act 


Greenwood v Burgess _m for j 
In re Harding,decd Harding v Dickin- 
son m forj 


In re Burnett, decd Burnett v Footner 


8c 

In re Northern Counties Bank Id (Dar- 
nell’s case) adj sumne 

In re Jobn Davies, a Solicitor adj samnus 

Sharman v Stead act (Sheffielc) 

In re Hinchliffe, d Hinchliffe v 
Hinchlitfe so & m for j 

In re Storforth Lane Colliery Co Id 
(Whatley’s case) adj samns 

In re Dermer, decd Batt v Anthony act 

In re George Clarke, decd Davies v 
Clarke act 

Oulton v Whittaker m forj 

In re Sophia Phillip’s Estate Jacobs v 
Wake adj sumns 

In re Oak Pitts Colliery Co ld (ex pte 
Lloyd) adj sumns 

In re Anna Tyson’s Estate Higgs v 


Spurgeon adj samns 

In re Northern Counties Bank Id 
(Hutchinson’s case) adj sumns 

In re Joseph Wright & Co (claims) adj 


sus 

Ia re Ruthy, decd Rutby v Ruthy act 

Pawsey v Armstrong a%j sums 

In re H A Kevell’s Estate (claim of Low 
and anr) adj sums 

Taylor v Morten act 

In re W Peareon’s Eatate Foster v 
Pearson adj sums 

Peruvian Guano Cov Raw adj sums 

In re i decd London & County 
Banking Co v Terry act 

In ro Patent Nut and Bolt Co & Trade 





Marks Act (Ibbotson’s Opposition— 
expte the Co) adj sums 

In re Too Gt Eastern Glaciarum Co, ld 
(Tanner's case) aij sums 

In re Nation, decd Nation v Hamilton 
act 

Alwen v Graham act 

In re Cook, decd Cook vy Cook act 

In re The Hoxton Estate Charity adj 
sums 

In re The Fire Insurance Corporation ld 
(expte Freeman) adj sums 

Boardman v Boardman act 

Dixon v Warriner m fj (short) 

In re Midland Land and Investment 
Corporation Id (claim of Commars of 
Sewers) adj sums 

Moorhouse v Woolf adj sums 

In re Walker's Estate Walker v 
Walker adj sums 

Blanshard v Hyde adj sums 

Bailey vy Aldis act 

Wilkinson v Squire art 

Jones v Smith act 

In re Newman, decd Newman v Jaques 


act 

Stone v Robinson m fj 

Smart v Cowley mf j 

Morgan v Games act 

In re Noble Noble v Noble m f j 
(short) 

Tooke v Rintoul act and m f j 

Traheroe v Philips m fj (short) 

Borrodell v Brownlee m f j (short) 

Foley v Brookman m fj (short) 

In re Hopkins’s Es'ate Hopkins v 
Clutton a‘j sumns 

Gurney v Margetts m for j 

Parker v Sibley act 

ova.B) Waterworks v Bingham act 
(Q.B. 

In re Jno Graves adj sums 

Pringle v Pierce act 

Weld vy Spearman act 

St John’s, Clerkenwell v Stradlisg act 

We:thead v Riley m for j (short) 

Kensit v Great Eastern Ry Co act 

Ia re Cooper, decd Cuates v Key act 
& m for j 

In re Bowyer, decd Biddulph v Astorg 


sc 
Blyth v Guinness, Mahon & Co act 
Inre Lie, deci Loe v Loa act 





In re Smith, decd Cam.bell v Smith act 

Birch v Mather act 

Fenwick v McLaughlin m for j 

In re Stratford, decd Malcolm v Sirat- | 
ford sc 

Barlow v Daw act 

Hills v Robinson m for j (short) 


Mr. Justice PEARSON. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
In re Sharpe Sharpe v Sharpe act 
Benham v Irvine act 
Rogerson v Young act 
Lindeay v Graham act 
Macdonald v Patterson act 


Transferred from Mr. Jastice Chitty, 
by order dated Feb. 27, 1882. 
InreC S Cowper Souchon v Cowper 


act 
Plumptre v Blaxland act 
King v Ashwin act 
In re Bramwell Booth v Brooke act 
Yeomans v Martin aot 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Chitty, 
by order dated April 8, 1882. 

Heach v Prichard act 

Credit Co ld v Heath act wits 

Ward v Ward act wits 

Cox v Riley act wits 

North British Ry Co v Charlton act witz 

Clarke v Yorke act wits pt hd 

Pledger v Seabrook act wits 

Charlton v North British Ry Co act wits 

Tibbs v Blaiberg act wits 

Danball v Bread Street & Workshops 
Cold acts wits 





Transferred from Sir C. Hall, Mr. Justice 
Fry, ani Mr. Justics aa by order 
dated May 25, 188: 

Mood Pies. ee Chitty, J 

yv ’ 
Gardner v Whiteay act pt hd Chitty, J 
WarevL B& SC Ry Co act Chit:y, J 
Davison v Anderson act Chitty, J 
Wills v Pickering act VC Hall 
Alton v Yorksaire Advance Bank act 
Parkgate W. Works C 7 toe 
‘at agon Wor o v Evans 
act & m for j VC Hall 
Drew v Metropolitan Board of Works 

act Chitty, J (not before Nov 13) 
Essex v Harris act VC Hall 


Perkin v Scott act VC Hall 
Dodd v Brown act VC Hall 
Mogford v Courtenay act Fry, J 
In re Abbott Graham v Paine act 

V C Hall 
Essex v Appleton act VC Hall 


In re Patterson Patterson v Shepley 


act Fry, J 
Young v Wood act Fry, J 
Oldham v Hayward’s Heath Local Ba 


act V C Hall 
Reid v Mogford act V C Hall 
Hatbersall v Wilkinson act Fry, J 


Robinson v Hull, Barnsley, &o, Ry = 


, 
Over v Bates act Fry, J 
Dixon vy Wood act vec 
Dovener v Proctor act restd 

Rassell vy Army & Navy, &), Supply Id 


act ry, J 
Packle v Langton act Chitty, J 
‘Toraer v Jackson act Fry, J 
Leyland & Co v Vaughan Bros & Co 

act restd 
Winby v Cardiff Distict &¢ Tramways 

Cold act V C Hall 
Bennett v Gas Light & Coke Co of 

London act Chitty, J 
—* — a an a Hail 

rivick v fee Co act 

re VC Hall 


Wye Ry Cov Hawes act VU Hall 
Morgans v Morgans act Fry, J 
Bateman v Taylor act Fry, J 
Hodge v Milner act Fry, J 
Auvergne Bituminous Rock &0 Co v 

Caurchward act Fry, J 
In re Ellis Collins v Ellis act Fry, J 


Dell v Pinto-Lsite act Fry, J 
Waterford v Hill act Fry, J 
Smith v Watson act Fry, J 
Cox v Elliott act Fry, J 
| Candy v Reddaway act Fry, J 
Arden v Knaggs act Fry, J 
Smith v Hamiiton act Fry, J 
Boswell v Coaks act Fy, J 
Kottgen v Jahncke act Fry, J 
Ormes v Bateman act Fry, J 


Rebison v Molyneux act & m fj 


Trehearne v Colman act Caitty, J 
Fox v Rothwell actand m fj Chitty, J 
In re Manning, decd aesaias —. 


act > 
Ross v Gutteridge act Chitty, J 
Eadie v Addison act Caitry, J 
Boynton v Green act Chitty, J 
In re Harcourt, deod Danby v Tucker 

act Chitty, J 
Butcher v Frith act Chitty, J 
Dodds v Dodd act Chitty, J 
Beazley v Soares act Chitty, J 


Bainton v Dalton act Chitty, J 
In re Canace, decd Canuce v Rigby 
act Chitty, 


Walter v Williams act Chitty, J 
Holaner v Lamb act Chitty, J 
Nicholson v Smith act Chitty, J 
Hodge v Pollard aot Chitty, J 


Scholfield v Spooner act and m f j 

Chitty, J 

Dodd v Midland Ry Co act Chitty, J 

Goodbody v West Cork a as 

nitty, 

N.B.—The above list contains causes 

set down to Wednesday, October 25th 
inclusive. 








The cause of judicial reform in Egypt, says the Times Cairo correspondent, 


has lost one of its ables$ and warmest ad ! 
to the regret of his colleagues and the entire community, has 


well visit to the country which owes so 


vocates in Mr. Justice Soort, who, 
id_ his fare- 


much to his influence. The Khedive 


in receiving bim thanked him warmly for his services as an impartial judge, 
and bestowed with bis own hands the order of the Osmanieh, so that he may 


not forget Ezypt. 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jomt Stock ComPaANIEzs. 


Lrurrep In CHANCERY. 
— Free InsvrANck AND Empiorzrs’ Prorgction Corporation, Liwitrp.—Peti- 
for winding up, presented Oct 26, directed to be heard before chitty, J., at the 
Halls Court, Chancery lane, on Novll. Linklater and Co, Walbrook, solicitors for 
itioner 
Borrowses’ Arp Socrety, Lrirep.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 25, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Nov 4. Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st, 
solicitors for the petitioners 
Loxpow Metat ayy CuEmicat Company, Liwrtep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Oct 25, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Nov 4. Storey and Cowland, 
Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn, solicitors for the petitioners 
Weise Wootten Mawvracturine Company, Lrrrep. .—By an order made by North, 
Oct 18, it was ordered that the volun winding up of the company be 
continued. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, Oct. 27.] 
AGRICULTURAL AND GENERAL ENGINEERING Company, LiwrtEp.—Chitty, J., has fixed 
Friday, Nov 10 at 11, at his chambers, for the appointu.ent of an official liquidator 
Giose InvestuENt AssocraTiow, Liuirgp.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 30, 
Soiniens to be heard before Kay, J., on Nov 10, Ellis, Bedford row, solicitor for the 
ioner 
Lorpon anp CALIrornia baka Company, Liwitep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
to be heard before Chitty, J.. on Nov 11. Clements, Gresham 
house, Old Broad st, solicitor for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Oct. 31.] 


County Patatine or LANCASTER, 
Lruitep iw CHANCERY. 

Hopesor anp Sreap, Lrurtrep.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 24, directed to 
be heard before V.C. Bristowe, on Nov 6, at 10.30, at the Chancery Court, Assize Court, 
Strangeways, Manchester. Boote and Edgar, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 

UstrMirep in CHANCERY. 

First New Ke ty fe ome te Benzrir Buitpine Socrery.—Petition for winding up. 
— s to he heard before the Vice-Chancellor, at the Assize 

etn ty Manchester, on Nov 6, at 10.30, Clayton, Machester, solicitor for 


the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Oct. 27.] 
Srawwartes or CoRNWALL. 
Lrmrrep in CHANCERY. 
Trx Hii, Lorrrep.—By an order made by the Vice-Warden, dated Oct 18, it was 
ordered that the Company be wound up. Chilcott and Son, Truro, agents for Petten- 
gill, Cannen st, solicitor Yor the petitioner 
West Wurst Towan Tris awp Copper Mine Company, Lrurrep.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Oct 21, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Law Insti- 
tution, Chancery lane, on Nov 6 at 12.30. Affidavits intended to be used at the hear- 
ing, mm opposition to the petition, must be filed at the Registrars’ Office, Truro, on or 
before Nov 2, and notice thereof must, at the same time, be given to the petitioners’ 
solicitors. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioners 
(Gazette, Oct. 27.] 


FRIENDLY Societies DissoLvep, 
Buverits Reroru Civs, Castleton, Lancaster. Oct 21 
[ Gazette, Oct. 27.] 
THorverton Provipgest Society, Bell Inn, Thorverton, Devon. Oct 27 
[ Gazette, Oct. 31.] 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts, 
Farpay, Oct. 27, 1 
Under the Bankruptcy ‘Aci ~ 
Creditors must forward their proof of de' the Registrar. 
To Surrender in oo 
ot, ew Charles, Union ct, Old Broad st, Flour Dealer. Pet Oct24. Murray, 
‘ov 10 at 
Bee. William, Stockwell rd, Stockwell, ont of business. Pet Oct 24, Hazlitt. 
ov 
McKenna, Henry, New Broad st. Pet Oct 24. Hazlitt, Nov 8 at 12 
Warder, William, Porchester terr, Bayswater, Clerk in Holy Jl Pet Oct 2A, 
Hazlitt. Nov 8 at 12 
'o Surrender in the Country. 
Ashworth, Thomas, Btrettord,  taomeastae, Manufacturer of Art Metal Work. Pet Oct 
25. Halton. sees, Nov 8 at 11 
Knight, Kinson, Dorset, Builder. Pet Oct 25. Dickinson, Poole, Nov 8 at 11 
Peel, Henry Jackson, Stamford, Lincoln, Farmer, Pet Oct 23. Gaches, Petef- 
ov 


, Croydon, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Oct 24. Rowland, Croydon, 


Nov 10 at 11 
Ose, Som ~~ Richardson, Sheffield, ont of business, Pet Oct 24, Wake. Sheffield, 
ov 
= Treharne, Swansea, Solicitor. Pet Oct 25. Jones, Swansea, Nov 8 
at 


be ag mo , William, and Sampson Whittingham, Bolton, China Dealers, Pet Oct 
Z. ton, Nov 9 at 11.30 
TceEspar, Oct, 31, 1882, 
Onder the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forward their ‘8 of debts to the Re; 
qoaumepiie to damien, a 


Acock, George, tak Crastes Adtech, Tip Tenete, ¥ast Dulwich, Contractors. Pet Oct 
27. Murray. Nov 10 at 


Ivimery, Sih, Mone ~§ Stratford, Musical Instrument Dealer, Pet Oct 27, 
. Nov 
“ain rd, Hornsey rd, out of business. Pet Oct 28. Hazlitt, Nov 
Ptander, C BS Sevey * 2A Queen Vieterle ot, Gotent Manufacturer, 
we ort 39 oe Holloway, Wholesale Confect: 
, ay, foner, Pet \ 
‘ud yion nd y, Oct 26 
To Surrender in he Comat. 
as ~ 4 ana, Newcastle upon Tyne, Cartman. Pet Oct Daggett. Newcastle, Nov 
Charles, Rochdale, Lancaster, Grocer, Pet Oct 27, Tweedale. Oldham, 


Now 16 at ll 
— FAwin, Huddersfield, Batcher.1) Pet Oct 28. Jones, Huddersfield, Nov 11 








Opal, William Christo phan Newport, Monmouth, Metal Merchant. Pet Oct 26. 
Davis. Newport, Nov 1 
Pilling, William, Salford, Lancaster, Chemist, Pet Oct 26. Hulton. Salford, Nov 
15 at 11 
= Caralambus, Manchester, Shipper. Pet Oct 27. Lister. Manchester, Nov 13 
at 1 


Watts, Bobet. Chipping Norton, Oxford, Butcher. Pet Oct 26, Bishop, Oxford, 
Nov 13 at 12, 
Wolstenholme, , 4 Morecambe, Lancaster, Bazaar Keeper, Pet Oct 27. Hulton. 
Preston, Nov 17 at 11.30 
Woodhouse, Henry Bpeneet, Newton Heath, Lancaster, Engineer. Pet Oct 26, Hyde. 
Stockport, Nov 13 at 1 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF hoon lana 
Frrpay, Oct. 27, 1 
ee wed George Pearson, Ravensworth, nr Fe Brew 9 York, Farmer. Nov 11 at 2 at 
ce of Robinson, Gt Channell, Richmond 
Allen, Joh, Cheltenham, Retired Innkeeper. Nov 8 at 11 at office of Clark, Regent st, 
eltenham 

Arensberg, Samuel, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Nov 9 at 3 at Committee Room, 
Old Townhall, Manchester. Storer and Lloyd, Manchester 

Arnold, Joseph, Knottingly, York, Master Mariner. Nov 9 at 2 at office of Hind and 
Everatt, Goole 

ws John Scarr, Harewood, York, Farmer. Nov 8 at 3 at office of Blacklock, 

ion st, Leeds 

Bartlett, Hugh, Wandsworth Bootmaker. Novy 9 at 12 at 227, Coldharbour lane, 
Brixton, Staniland, King st, Cheapside 

Battersby, William, Brou “Aotcl: ‘Broughton Lancaster, Woodmonger. Nov 8 at 10 at 
Shaw’s King’s Head Hotel, Broughton-in-Furness, Dickinson, Broughton-in-Fur- 

ness 

Bernacchi, Diego, Leicester, - og Yarn Agent. Nov l4at 3 at office of Haxby and 

ic , Belv voir st, Leiceste 
try, W! iam Laycock, Accri m, Lancaster, Joiner. Nov9at1l1 at Derby Hotel, 

et sty ames st, Accrington. B d and Sandeman, Accrington 

orice John, Wigan, Lancaster, Tobacconist. Nov 8 at 11 at office of Byrom, King st, 


Bird al Alpheus Alphonso, Gt Hllingham, Norfolk, Draper. Nov 6 at 2 at office of Bavin 
and Daynes, Exchange st, Norwich 
Blanchard, Alfred, Hythe, Hants. Boat Builder. Nov 9 at 11 at office of Guy, Albion 
ter, Southampton 
gh ress Henry, Oakham, Fishmonger. Noy 10 at 10 at office of Law, St Mary’ 8 pl, 
ta 


bes ts Charles, Coventry, Baker. Nov 13 at 2 at 17, Little Park st, Coventry, Horner, 

ventry 

Brown, Patrick, Bangor, General Dealer. Nov 16 at 12 at Queen Hotel, Chester. Dew, 
‘or 


Brunetti, Adelelmo, Lower Grosvenor pl, Cook. Nov 17 at 3at Law Society, Chancery 
lane. Boxall and Boxall, Chancery lane 

Burdon, Hannah, Gateshead, Draper. Nov 15 at 2 at office of Brewis and Co, Grey st, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

Burnage, James, Potton, Beds, Builder. Nov 9 at 12 at office of Smith, Sandy 

“oo Spee Doncaster, Joiner. Nov 14 at 3 at office of Verity and Baddiley, French- 

oncaster 

coe Frederick, and Alfred Cook, Gt Berkhamstead, Herts, Builders, Nov 8 at 11.30 
at Office of Bullock and Penny, Gt Berkamstead 

Coote, George, Marlingford, Norfolk, Miller. Nov 9at1lat Maid’s Head Hotel, Nor- 
wich, Oulley, Norwich 

Cottam, Josep Rowland, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Grocer. Nov 10 at 11 at office of 
Steggall and Hooper, New st, Melcombe Regis 

Daveys, Henry, Llantwit Major — Glamorgan, Grocer, Nov 13 at 1 at Royal 
Hotel, Cardiff, Randall, Bri 


Deacon, James, and John Whitebe, Shipley, York, Joiners. Nov 6at1l at Queen’s 
Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Morgan and Morgan, Shipley 

Deason, Alfred John, and Ebenezer Felton, Walthamstow, Essex, Timber Merchants. 
a 4 at 2 at office of Hanson, King st, Cheapside. Wetherfield, Kings’s Arms yd, 

oorgate st 

Bastortrodke, George, —_ Ej rd, Starch Green, Builder, Nov 10 at 3 at office of 
Morgan and Co, Farnival’s 

Felthouse, Fanny, teri fg "Warwick, Grocer. Nov 9 at 3,30 at office of Nevill and 


rr agg Colehill, Tamworth 
Firth, Halifax, Yor! poreen Victualler, Noy 8 at 3 at office of Storey and 
Os, Hum rey, Marden, Kent, Farmer, Nov 9at 3 at Star Hotel, Maidstone. 


Roberts, heig cy Cross 
inds, 
= zit : Slough, Buckingham, Dealer i in Fancy Goods. Nov 14 at 2 at office of Webb, 
igh st, Sloug’ 
Goshawk, k, Frederick, Harrow on the Hill, Music Seller. Nov 10 at 12 at office of Yarde 
and ‘Loader Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Gourley, Asthon , Tredegar, Monmouth, Draper. Nov 10 at 2 at Queen’s Hotel, New- 
port. Sh , Tredegar 


Granger, W: liam Edward, ri, Teignmouth, Devon, Painter. Nov 7 at 11 at the office of 
Square and Co, secret of England chmbrs, om Symon th 

Green, Samuel, Nottin gham, out o' Nov 15 at 8 at offices of Whittingham, 
Middle pavement, weg | 

os! Charles, © ucks, Wooden Ware Manufacturer, Nov 11 at 2 at George 
Hotel, Chesham, Rawson and. Awdrey, Gt aa ow 

Graining, Henry, Gt Winchester street bldgs, EF paper Nov 22 at 3 at offices of Spain 
and Co, Coleman st. Brook and Cheperen. Exchange, Basinghall st 

Hache, Joseph Ambroise, Leeds, Commission Poel Nov 7 at 3 at offices of Bowling, 


Halsey, Daniel Norris, Kingston-on-Thames, Commercial Traveller. Nov 11 at 1 at 
offices of Kent, B: st. Scoles, Bermondsey st 

Henton, John Morse, 8 sen, Reb oe Lodging house keeper. Nov 17 at 12 at 
offices of Thomas, sey, ore, kwell st, T 


Hirst, Matthew, Bi Koa no Nov 6 at 2.30 at George Hotel, Welling- 
ton st, Batley. Bey al iy 
es . Tring, Hertford, Baker. Nov 16 at 11.30 at offices of Bullock and 
enny, 


Horns Raber Borough Market, Southwark, Fish Salesman, Nov 8 at 3at Masons’ 
mide igo avenue, Fowler, Borough High st 
Bdward, B lackpool, Lancaster, Fishmonger. Nov 8 at 2 at Shelley's Arms 
lahergate Preston.  Blackhurst, Preston 
wai J nee Fringe Manufacturer. Nov 9 at 3 at office of Fox, 


Princess st, 
we John, aun Hower at, Wholesale Tea Dealer, Nov 13 at Sat office of Aird, East- 


P 
Johnson, Frederick, Locko (and not Locks, as bos ry | printed in Gazette of 20th 
ne Grange, nr Spondon, Derby, Farmer. Nov 7 at 3 at office of Hextall, Pull at, 
Jones, 


ward Griffin, ip, Dadley Worcester, Ironmaster. Nov 10 at 4 at Queen’s Hotel, 
may ong Underhill: and Lawrence, WSrernseanioe 
Jone, Sees , Dudley, ecmmaston Nov 10 at 3,30 at Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham, 
Underhill and Lawrence, Wolverhampton 

Jones, James Griffin, Dudley, Ironmaster. Nov 10 at 4,30 at Queen’s Hotel, Birming- 
Je, Jo enone Da. te Mae 10 ab4i8 ab © ‘s Hotel, Birmi 
ones, Jo! . Noy ueon’s s 
ham, mdeehli att Lise Lawrence, ham ’ - 
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. Ni 4 4 
opm, es | rer oy eWolvehompton sn Hotel, Birmingham. 


. — Henry, Church st, Stoke ewington, Baker. Nov 10 at 3.30 at office of Young, 
ar’ 


argo, Sa fu Pn Nov 17 at 12 at Blossoms Hotel, Foregate st, 
Last, Sarah ‘ ich house keeper. Nov 13 at 11 tag ened ne 


Traders’ me ny ofice chbrs, Princess st, Ipswich. Daniel, Ips' 
Lawson, George, Birm Retailer, Nov 3 at3 at Roebuck Abtel, , st, 
S... irmingham. Francis, Birming ae 


ane lovin Wieden Thomas Wilson, Nash, Bucks. Nov 16 at 1at Bell Hotel, Winslow. 
i slow 
MeDonna, Thomas Thomas Bernard, Bolton, Tailor, Noy 8 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, 
hester. Balshaw, Bolton 
a: Alexander Philli; Warrington, Provision Dealer. he 6 at 3 at office of Davies 
0, Bewsey chbrs, Bewsey st, homme “my Davies, Warrington 
aeguin ‘Charles, Birmingham, Machinist, Nov 6 at 3 at at oltioe of Parry, Colmore row, 
—— J Jan, Mace ‘esfield, Provision Dealer. Nov 13 at 3 at office of May, Churchside, 
ieee James, Ledbury, Hereford, out of business. Nov 13 at 12 at office of Piper, 
Court house, Ledb 
Marto, John Ro est Hartlepool, Durham, Joiner. Nov 10 at 11.30 at office of 
» Church st, West Hartlepool 
Murph: urphy, Jeremiah ‘John beg we te York, Butter Merchant. Nov 10 at3.30 at office of 
w, Crown st chbrs, H 
unger William, Birmingtam, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Nov 8 at 3 at office of 
Sargent, mnett’s hill, Birmi 
Norris, Thomas, Woretalr, out of business. Nov 9 at 11 at office of Williams, Worcester 
chbrs, Pierpoint st, Worcester 
North, William, Huddersfield, York, deccuntent. Nov 15 at 3 at officeof Barker and Co, 
Yorkshire Bank chbrs, Market pl, Hudders 
Ortner, Francis Joseph, Ranelagh rd, Willesden "Builder. Nov 14 at 3 at office of Crouch 
and Co, Basinghall st 
Peake, Thomas, Nuneaton, Warwick, Baker. Nov 13 at 12 at office of Hughes and 
Masser, Little pk st, Coventry 
Perrin, John, oa Ep seit Provision Merchant. Nov 9 at 3 at office of Hervey and 


Petty, Robert, Jose er, Joseph Petty, J i Petty, Joseph Newton Armitage, and Albert Newall 
ker, Bradfi Worsted Spinners. tad 8 at 11 at Law Institute, Piccadilly, 

be yigy ot Atkinson and Wilson, Bradford 
Pres ee Tee, Liverpool, Wholesale Jeweller. Noy 9 at 2 at office of Etty, Lord st, 


Liverpoo! 
Rees, as, , Lampeter, Cardigan, Shoemaker. Nov 9 at 2 at office of Lloyd, High st, 


pe’ 
Robinson, William, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Beerseller, Nov 2 at 1) at Trevel- 
ali Temperance Hotel, Dalkeith ’ st, Barrow-in-Furness. Hudson, Barrow-in- 


Rows, Vance, Boston, Lincoln, Grocer. Nov 9 at 11 at office of Rice and Co, Main ridge, 
Rouston, William, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicester, Confectioner, Nov 9 at 11 at office of 
Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 
Rush, William Beaumaurice, Trull, eanee, Gent. Nov 7 at 2.30 at Grand Hotel, 
Broad st, Bristol. Reed and Cook, Taunto 
Shadbol yosens Clarke, Warrington, Lapaniet, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 9 at 3 at 
office of Davies and Co, Bewsey chambers, Bewsey st, Warrington. Davies, War- 


rington 
een On ny ad John, Strand, Tailor, Nov 13 at 2 at office of Collings, Bucking- 
am 8 
Smith, John 5 ee Pitfield st, Hoxton, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 13 at 3 at office 
of Pratt and Norton, Old Je chmbrs. "Young, Newgate st 
Smith, William, Norton-juxta- cross, Leicester, Grocer. Nov 9 at 2 at office of 
eby, Market Bos a gaa 
—, William, Old st, St Luke’s, Shopfitter. Nov 8 at 4 at 9 Baltic st, Old st, St 
e's 
= wi Burton-on-Trent, Grocer. Nov 10 at 2 at office of Drewry, High st, 


Strofton, William, St. Sinan, Hertford, Grocer. Nov 6 at 10 atthe Peahen Hotel, St 
Albans, Debenham, 8 Albans 
Stephens, George, and Froderiek Edser, Junction rd, Builders, Nov 8 at 2 at the Law 
Institute, Chancery lane. Fox and Page, Serle st, Lincoln’s inn 
one has’ ray’s inn rd, Potato Dealer, Nov 16 at 2 at offices of Armstrong, 
‘ore si 
Sydenham, James, and by Rowsell Sydenham, Yeovil, Somerset, Boot and Shoe 
Th MThomas, John ‘hy mn Thom pson, Joseph Thc ol Bl d Eaward Harrison Tho 
ompson, ohn Thom ‘oseph Thompson, an m 
con, Iedahhen, York, Farmers, Nov 3 at 5 at offices of Green, Howden o 
Thornto rage nee iy gham, Grocer. Nov9 at 3 at offices of Wright and Marshall, 


New st, Birmingh: 
nehester, Grocer. Nov 8 at 3 at offices of Farrington, Princes st, 


bia nav Henry, 
Manchester 
Venimore, Thomas Caney FioMhemeow, Essex, Insurance Agent, Nov 15 at 11 at the 
offices of Berry and Co, Chancery lan 
, Essex, Cabinet Maker. Nov 16 at 3 at offices 


Prt yg rly ae 
’s Pon n. ‘enton. an 
Char ford, Pump Maker. Nov 10 at 3 at offices of Allen 


by a= — omy 
Prenchamp, Bansorne bby 
Weight, — wining, tol, Grocer. Nov 7 at 12.30 at office of Salisbury, Broad 
Whitley, William, Harlesden grove, Willesden; junction, out of business. Nov 21 at 3 
at 7, deingion Clerkenwell. Le 
Woley Ten - Waketeid, Contecdoner, Nov 8 at 11 at George Hotel, Sonth- 
, Arthur, Hanley, ood atord, Ure Grows, “Nov 6 at 3 at office of Ashmall, Albion st, 
Whittaker Jenna, Sow Peep ey Rae ol Nov 13 at 3.at Mechanics’ Institute, Willow st, 
Williams, Baward, East India Dook lia Dook ra 2, Brivate Hotel Keeper. Nov 16 at 8 at office of 
oGatatheadl, Gree Pat 
Wi Charles, R Grocer. Nov 9 at 2 at 
Wo Full "thom Uxbridge rd, Shepherd Bush hae 10 at 2 at 
ler Tho x "| rocer, Nov 

agons Hall ween, Maseen’ on rett, lane 

wage somes, ‘Bedgley, Stafford, o out nt of business, Novy? a 11 at office of Stratton, 
jueen st, Wo) 
bb , Birmingham, Jeweller, Noy 6 at 3 at office of Ratcliff, Bennett's hill, Bir. 
am 


Toxapay, Oct, 31, 1882, 
ton, Birchfield, Stafford, Schoolmistress, Nov 10 at 3 at office of 


a Wright and and Marshall New ra ay 
~ ia aoe os Baker, Nov? at 2 at Law Institution, 


Chance oon . Chance 
Bak a ie m, Folkestone, Lag aN Licensed Victualler, Nov 22 at 12 at office of Mercer, 
med iain William, Threadneedle st, Chemist, Nov 15 at 3 at office of Pettengill, 


Be Eero, P Paddington, Builder. Nov 23 at 2 


saac James, Portnall rd. 
Ban Keo ot arate n8 Go, Soh 6h Boers for Nov 14 at 8.90 at office of 
ou neer, Nov at office 
Becke, Dernguto, Northampton’ 


Beal, » Robart, Hae Bay, Kent, Carron ae qin Se Nov 10 at 12 at Queen’s Head Inn, 
Castle st. sami Sanke, 
Beech, Isaac Slater, Grant! Tate, 3 Anon shar. "Mow 18 # ti ot illiee 6 Gee, 
High st,Grantham. Schofield, Granthaes 
Bell, J ohn, SiaMeshorengh, York, out of business. Nov 13 at 10.30 at Corporation rd, 
Middlestorongh 
sat hheffield, Architect. Nov 13 at 12 at offices of Clayton, Norfolk st, 
effield 
Clans, Seton Chenchoaan, New Cross rd, Kent, Baker. Nov 10 at 3 at office of Morris, 
‘aternoster 


P 
Cromack, er May, Senberenath, Clerk. Nov 14 at 3 at office of Watts and 
Kitching, Queen st, ugh 
Culle Samuel Henry, . Dewsbury, York, Bookseller. Nov 14 at 3 at office of Schofield, 
Wellington wsbury 
Davies , Richard, and William Giles, Sedgley, bcm Cate Tron Safe Manufacturers. Nov 
9 at ll at office of Mallard, Newhall chmbrs, Birmingham 
Douglas, George, and William Dou, glas, Burton-on-Trent, Drapers. Nov 17 at 2 at 145, 
Cheapside. Jennings and Co, Burton-on-Trent 
Drake, William, Budge row, Nov 9 at 3 at office of Robinson and Leslie, 
Coleman st. Bem > and Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs 
enry Drayton, Shrews- 


Drayton, e Allen, John Arthur William Hi 
bury, Salop, Wholesale Stationers. Nov 16 at 11 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. 
Morris, Shrewsbury 

Dunning, George, tape tee Bootmaker. Nov 15 at 3 at office of Bartlett and Berry, 
Dale st, Liverpool 

Entwistle, Eli, Ramsbottom, Lancaster, Wine Merchant. Nov 15 at 3 at office of Has- 

am, Market st, 

Reser a. Aberdare, Glamorgan, Watchmaker. Nov 15 at 12 at Red Lion Hotel, 
Church st, Birmingham. Gery, Aberdare 

areas — Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Nov 13 at 2at office of Etty, Lord st, 

verpoo! 

Fletcher, William, Piccadilly, Hosier. Nov 17 at 3 at office of Robinson and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Fogarty, Herbert, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Merchant. Nov 13at 3 at office of Wood- 
house, Parliament st, Kin; m upon Hull 

Foster, Elizabeth, Barsby, Leicester, Innkeeper. Nov 10 at3 at office of Chadwick, 
Friar lane, Leicester. Gee and Parr, Melton Mowbray 

Frankland, Henry Eaton, Liverpool, Broker. Nov 14 at 3 at office of Jones and Pride, 
North John st, Liverpool 

Gangeth, Joseph, "Lincoln, Innkeeper. Nov 14 at 11 at office of Burton and Scorer, Lin- 
coln 

Gray, Robert, Bridlington Quay, York, Grocer, Nov 17 at 11 at office of West, King 
st, Bridlington Quay 

Greenhow, Stephen Walter, and Albert Edward Headlam Greenh Fenges =. 
Hampstead, Timber Merchants. Nov 14 at 2 at office of Jackson ‘and Wright, ’s 
inn fields 

Greer, James, Manchester, = Maker. Nov 15 at 2 at 23, Kilvert’s bldgs, Withy grove, 
Manchester. Minor, Manch 

Greetham, George Clarke, p= TBE Farmer. Nov 10 at 12 at office of Deane and 
Hands, Loughborough 

Guest, William, Weston super Mare, Licensed Victualler. Nov 11 en 2 at Saracen’s 
Head Hotel, Victoria st. Durant, jun, Guildhall 

Haisz, Mathias, Birmingham, Clock Manufacturer. Nov 8 at 12 at ite of Goodrick 
and Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hancock, Joseph, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer. Nov l0at 3 at Chamber of Com- 
merce, Corn Exchange bidgs, Northampton. Andrew, Northampton 

Harris, William, jun, Charterboess st, Manetactenes Agent. Nov 11 at 11 at office of 
Wells, Southampton bidgs, Chancery lane 

Hauck, Albert, jun, Liverpool, Furrier. Nov 14 at 2 at office of Dixon and Syers, Lord 
st, Liv. verpool 

Heaton, William, Poa cae Builder. Nov 18 atllat office of Dix, Wellington chbrs, 


Wellington st, 
Heseltine, Thomas, Dewsbury, York, Gardener. Nov 13 at$ at offices of Shaw, Bond st, 
Dewsb 


a 
= ginbottom, John, and Jonathan Higginbottom, Stockport, Hat Manufacturers. Nov 
at 2.30 at "offices of Brown and east eta Stockport 
Hill, James, Castle st, Leicester sq, Mineral Water Manufactarer, Nov 13 at 2 at office 
x3 rd ee —. Cheapside 
lass Dealer, Nov 13 at 12 at County Court offices, 
w Winches Preston. — ‘Blackpool 
Honeom, 3 omas, Jermyn st, St James, Fly Dresser. Nov 10 at 11 at offices of Prit- 


chard, Gracechurch st 
Horror, Arthur, Leeds, Bricklayer. Nov 30 at3 at offices of Scatcherd and Hopkins, 
‘ion st, Leeds 
ar Sarah, Mogg te a eta bees Novy 13 at 11 at office 
—— arwick 
Hutchinon: iliam, Gurewesary, Salop, Watchmaker. Nov 15 at 11 at Inns of Court 
Hotel, Holborn. Morris, Shrewsbury 
ss Simon, East Stonehouse, Devon, Butcher. Nov 13 at 12 at offices of Rooke and 
0, Frankfort chmbrs, Plymouth 
Kilkee ok, Ome. abridge Walls Farmer, Nov 10 at 12 at offices of Cripps, Mount 
Tunbri é 
a oeies Wank Stockport, Chester, Boot Manufacturer, Nov 13 at 3 at office of 
avi 
Reppe, 2 Jakob, Barbican, Furrier. Nov 13 at? at office of Beard, Basinghall rt 
Lawson, William, Leeds, Butcher, Nov 10 at 3 at office eg hm Gt George st, 


— Thomas Glover, and Joseph Samuel Lister, Bradford, York, Biscuit Mann- 
facturers. Nov 13 at 11 at office of S Seay eae Ones eres Bradford 


Lovell, Charles Henry, hy Bo ll, Charles Lovell, j Alfred jaws, 
Soubawel, ur Kingswood rec Glsuccmer, Oslliery Propelstara! "Nov 10 at 11 at office 
Luckett, § roy po wanes Buckingham, Builder. Nov 17 at Sat office of Reader, Ely 


yin Ge George, New North rd, Islington, Pork Bateher. Nov § at 2 at office of Norris, 


Gray’ sinn pl igh inn 
Mayoh, John, easter, Grocer, Nov 10 at $ at Public Sale Rooms, Bowker’s 
row, Bolton. Fielding, Bolton 
* Batley, York, Grocer. Nov l4 at 2 at office of Saville, East 
Meakes, William Thomas, aas, Woburn bidgs, Tavistock sq, Baker. Nov $ at 3 at office of 
Marshall, Chancery lane 
Minshull Aifred, Manchester, Clogger. Noy 16 at 3 at 23, Kilvert’s bidgs, Withy 
ache anchester, Southam an Manchester 


Birmingham, Builder, Nov 15 at 3 at office of Parr and Hayes, 
row, 


Mo George ‘Thomas, and William Curry, we ee Ohne 
Victuaters Nov Tis TG colotht Wather tad Oe bank cobra, ewcastie- 
nrorian, Louaa, Baron's, Court rd, West Kensington, Boot Vendor, Nov 17 at 1 at 
tiene d Reuben W; I Masters. Nov Sat 
ata Tima Hotel, Mount Poe om ines “oo amy aad 
Wilts, eae Nov 18 at 3 at offce of 


magn Bet a erg Macaee 
and David bie, st, a Tndia Agents. 


‘Nor fophirrost ne tg og resteacmans Ge Nov 10 at at office of 





| Paine, Clement, Stratford-on-Avon, W 
Plant, Cannon st, Birmingham 
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Parry, Longa ag alae a Carter. Nov 21 at 2at British Hotel, 
. Nov 14 at 12 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. 
—_ wrence lane 
Pearce, James Joseph, Farnborough, Hants, out of business. Nov 13 at 11 at 24, Friar 
st, Reading. Newman, Seaties 
rm eee and a unford, Eastbourne, —" Nov 15 at 12 at 
Plows, William, Eastbourne. Stiff, Eastbourn: 
illiam, iio 3 York, ‘Quarry Owner. Nov 13 at ll ‘at office of Margerison, 
ha aoe Samnel, Holcombe Burnell, Devon, Farmer. Nov 13 at 3 at office of 
Friend, Post Office chmbrs, Exeter 
and Henry George Price, ee st, Timber Brokers. 


Price, William Ree 

Nov 35 at 3 at office of H and Boyle, Gracechure 
meee. —— Sy ld, Reeer Box Manufacturer, » Rov 14 at 3 at office of Binney 
Redway, Thomas, 


Exmouth, Devon, Shipowner. Nov 11 at 10.30 at Craven Hotel, 
Craven st, Strand. Exmouth 
ynolds, Laban John, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 7 at 3 at office of Stanley, 


. Norwich 

Rhotes, John, and Joseph Rhodes, Cleckheaton, Flock Manufacturers. Nov 13 at ll at 

of , Railway st, Cleckheaton 

oe a Frith st, Soho, Hotel Manager. Nov 10 at 12 at office of 

Robins, estbourne grove, Bayswater, Bookseller. Nov8 at 2 at office of 
abins, Hares, Westh Finsbury pavement 

Oe rho ae. Beceem 's Tawton, Devon, Butcher. Nov 17 at 2 at office of Brom- 

Smith, James Hunt, Stangroun Pros re Builder. Nov 13 at 12 at White Lion 

Inn, Church st, 3 es, Peterborou 
aa gy a Se Nov 8 at 3 at Portugal st, 
John st, Bedford ro 


Smithson, Wiliam, 6 Castleford, York, Grocer. Ser’ 13 at 3 at office of Phillips, Carlton 


de 


yt 
Stone, Albert, Bristol, 4 Nov 13 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Brittan and Co 
somites Boke pam eas Nov 13 at 3.30 at George Hotel, George 


hata, Wilioe oe eet tee nh at Brows Nov 16 at 3 at Mechanics’ 
Aecingion, worth roughton, Accrington 
Taylor, William Ban, Lenton ort! allerton, York, Publican. Nov 15 at 11 


Houses, nr 
at Golden Licn Hotel, Market pl, A emir Stephenson, Hull 
Templeman, Thomas, Crown rd, Fulham, Plumber. Nov 13 at 1 at Inns of Court Hotel, 


Harrison, Pancras lane 

—— oC Nov 9 at 12 at office of Norris, Gray’s inn 

roman we ming me fc am Nov 10 at 11 at office of Jenkins, the 
Troughica, Job James, Cambridge, Hair Dresser. Nov 14 at 11 at offices of Wayman, 
Pi we she, Guage sen, Bradford o Avon, Wilts, Grocer. Nov 17 at 2.30 at office of Spack- 
Tyler,’ Edward, jun, Leicester, Painter. Nov 13 at 12 at officeof Harvey, Selborne bldgs, 
Vann, John, Birmingham, Builder. Nov 10 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry st, Bir- 
— Richard, sen, Neithrop, Oxford, Baker. Nov 10 at 3 at office of Hawtin, Horse 


Wate, 3 Crumpsall, nr Manchester, Builder. Nov 16 at 3 at office of Addleshaw 
Norfolk st, Manchester 


Wine" nies Bi st, Wine Merchant. Nov 16 at3 at St Michaels 
emberd st. st Wd and Co, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside 
Walters’ near Swansea, Glamorgan, censed Victualler, Nov 8 


alters, 
at3 a some ome ork pl, Swansea 


Ward, H pn Bo vomgg Merchant. Nov 13 at 11 at office of Mallard, 
wate chmbrs, Newhall st, Birmingham 
— , Alfred Joseph, Blaby, Leicester, Grocer. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of Wright, 


r st, Leicester 
Wightman, Joseph Newsome, York, Ironmonger. Nov 10 at 10 at offices of Crumbie, 
Wood, Sam, Halifax, York, Grocer. Nov 13 at 11 at offices of Garsed, Barum Top, 


Woolford, Emily, Frances Woolford, and Naomi Ayers, Hole in the Wall, Chancery 
pon Lomeal Victuallers. Nov 24 at 3 at the offices of Nash and Field, Queen street, 
ea! 
Wright, Thomas Powell, Aston, het oe out of business. Nov 15 at 8 at offices of 
Buller and Co, Bennett's hill, Birmin ngham 
yee Hel Edward, Hanley, Stafford, Grocer. Nov 14 at 10 at Queen’s Hotel, Hanley. 
anley 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptie Cocoa or Chocolate Powder 


Guaranteed Pure Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 


ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


The F; it “the most nutritious, per- 
tot’ Ga ee 20, 308, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
J inode submitted free for entirely Fur- 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE » RES + MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


oa ke. 
Being without sugar, pga nay nigh Meena Senet artery ier A, REPAIRS.— | To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


the strength a cocces ; Carved Oak Furniture, Reproducti from Ancient 
ao cannes Unis oes abonen: ke. Bedroom Farniture, including Bedstead and | SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. . 

fy oe per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


THEXTON, & PEART, 


EWETSON, 
200, 203, and Tottenham Court- London, W. 
In tin packets at 1s. 64.,36., 66. €4., he., by Chemists | 9 203, and 20%, Totten von 


richer chocolate is ; Bf 





and Grocers. 





Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’O DITTO, 
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